
Memorandum

Mr. Dick Daniel oote : September 29. 1.997

Assistant Director for Habitat Restoration
CALFED Bay-Delta Program

From : Department of Fish and Game

Comments on Volume Iot" the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP)
Subject :

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has completed its review of
Volume ][ of the ERPP. In general we found this volume to be comprehensive and we!l
done. The selection of categories for the ecosystem elements as well as the elements
themselves should provide CALFED with the broad suite of elements that if restored,
should ensure restoration of the estuary. One of the biggest benefits of the good work
you and your staff and consultants have done is the dear disclosure of the visions for
the various ecosystem elements. This will thcilitate the dialog that must take place
among all agencies and stakeholders to ensure we all share a common understanding
and acceptance of where implementation of the ERPP is expected to take us.

The Department refrained from including comments that were prkmarily editorial.
r.nstead we focused on corrections and clarifications that we believe are needed to ensure the
accuracy of the ERPP and empI~asized ~he most importan~ issues related to developing the
ERPP. Most of our comments are in the fot,’m of specific comments. They are noted below by
page and paragraph. We have also included several general comments that apply more broadly
to this volume.

General Con,n~ems

The Geographic Scope description is too imprecise, l:t needs to careflaIly describe the
cr,?blem area, :he primau solution area. and se,’.ondar;: solution ar~-a to establish a basis for
t::~e differen: scope
scope need to be prosecuted. As just one of many. possible examales ;:~: t~e significance of "’:nt~,"
the plan proposes no seasona~ wetland deveDpmeat m the watershed upgiream from the Delta.
Clearly on coo,system r,:-storafion plan ~or the so[udcn area would need to include such habitat.

the plap

Many of ~he visien:~ ::r~: ,,ecy gct~e;’a~ at~d it m.~v be diificuIt to define success. Others
are fakiy :peciEc e.g. railing f.:,r c,.:gocad~,; og 19q0s population ’eveis. The imroduction to
the EF~’P m.w n~ed ~o bc mcre e:<plicit in te.o~nizing ~b.is arid explaining how indicators could
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Many of the "’Integration" and "’Linkages" sections seem to just list everything remotely
related, are repetitive, and seem to present no new int’ormation. The Integration section on
pages 1.03-1_04., however, is an example of one which is well done. These sections should be
critically reviewed for all habitats.

Volume I uses terms describing ecosystem management which are inconsistent with some
of the accepted terminology used in the field. Some of the terms lack clarity. It is important
that the ERPP be both understandable to the general public yet remain solidly grounded in the
ecological principles that are t:undamental to the ERPP and its successt:ut implementation. The
Scientific Review Panel convening in October should be able to provide CALFED useful
~idance in this regard.

The ERPP needs to contain concise language and scientifically accepted terminology.
Doing so wit! help CALFED justify its conclusions or interpretations, and conversely, assist a
reviewer’s ability to verify iat’ormation, conclusions, or interpretations. The language in the
ERPP must ensure that it is clear to the reader that this volume and the ERPP in total will be
part of a programmatic Environmental impact Report

The use of "Species Groups" should be accompanied with the criteria used to form the
group. Reasons why some species are grouped and not others should be included. Second,
there are not "’groups" for all ta~’<onomic groups the phrase coutd be applied to.

We believe that this volume could be improved and the overall ERPP clarified by more
carefully describing some of the ecosystem elements. For example, it could be corn:using to
some readers when they see temperature listed as a process. The ERPP coutd explain that
temperature is a result o15 processes such as climatic processes and flow. We understand that
CALFED staff began to lump some important factors into fewer categories to streamline the
ERPP. we agree that is probably needed, nevertheless, the ERPP could be improved by
exp{icitiy statlqg its simpti~’ing approach.

Cortsideration :,houtd be gp;en ~o how the tepat "Stressor" is used. The term includes
phenomena that are eco!ogical stresses and phenomena that are ecological impacts. These
phenomena are signit]ca>t!y different and need <o be defined and addressed as such. In this
volume Natural’ attd "’kb~.amra[ e’,~:~ are a,idressed by me term ~{~s,a, . A~am. these

are very at:~tv.,tt. Th~ a~’e mat>,’ :e:ms and ~:h~:mes currently defined and used by the
’ ’ .- ,..’, ........r, 1 ’ :rod ec,-~to~v :hat are included in the te~ "’stressors"

such aS ’
should clarify chat thes.e tetr:~s are ,todr~so,.,l wivh the te~ S~es~or .
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The ERPP has a vision for the ecological process, "’Natural Sediment Flow". One might
conclude that because the goat addresses "’natural" sediment flow. that "’unnat-ural" seciiment
flow is also a process and that it can be segregated out from natural sediment flow. is not
beneticial to the ecology of the Delta-Bay region, and that the ERPP ,,viii address unnatural
sediment flow under the ERPP’s Visions for Reducin~ or Eliminating Stressors Section.
However, the KRPP does not identify or discuss "’unnatural" sediment flow. This volume
skoutd either address the differences between natural and unnatural sediment flow or discuss
this process simply as sediment flow.

The "’Upper Watershed Processes: Fire and Erosion" vision appears to underestimate the
scope and magnitude of management efforts needed to consider upper watershed ecological
processes, and mischaracterizes each of the ecological processes.

The vision for wildfire needs to ensure that it is consistent with the best fire ecology
knowledge currently available. Wildland tire is essential to the ecology of most ecosystems in
California. Most, if not all, ecologists involved with fire ecology in the State believe more
acreage needs to burn, not less. The proper frequency of tire in the State is a ;’eW complicated
topic. Each plant community has its own ecological rate-of-return for fire. Det’orestadon has
never been identified as major threat due to wildland tires. Consider deleting reference to it.
The ERPP needs to be more explicit that, considering the enormous effort that is already
focused on wildfire in California, CALFED needs to t.) determine its appropriate rote, if any,
in research and management of wildland tire processes and issues, and 2) integrate its efforts
with the groups that t"ocus on wildland fire’ the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
(CDF), the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR’), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the
Bureau of Land Management IBE.M), National Parks Service (NPS), and regional Resource
Conservation Districts !RCD).

CALFED should consider including a phrase or sentence similar to the following:

cj.~ LFED she:tld a~so t.~e more expiicit ab.’:)ut xha~ it car~ do to acmal’~y address ere,zion.
~.:.oa,,~n a c,~mpl~cated ~nev~:able pt,~cess. In {a(:~. for some p:(,cesses, ~uch

~: sent .....Cons~decm~ the enormous efforz that is
al~ead’, t:ocuscd on erosioc~ i:~ ~",_..~l.,,,r,~,.~.;~ -;" CAL?~zm,_ .. needs to         i ~ deltamine {is app[ooriate~ role.
if a~.y. in research and ~-.,ma.~;.e:z:en~ .~" .zrosier, p~ecesses and i~sues, and 2) integrate its efforts

~,~ Cu,, tke Divis::on o: ~,ttnc~ a~ld Geology o~
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the Department of Conservation. the USFS. the BLM. the Natural Resources Conservation
Service, the NPS. and regional RCDs.

The ERPP uses the terms "£vcess timber harvest and grazing "’. Defining "’excess" can
be quite problematic and very controversial. Consider deleting the term "’excess" and as an
alternate include a phrase similar to the t’ollowing"

Timber harvest and grazing contribute re erosion which evehmallv cz.tfecrs the Bm’-Delm
ecosystem. The vision is re identify I ) harvest and grazing practices that maw be
contributing to excessive erosion, 2) regions where tt~ose practices are occurring, 3)
alternative land practices that reduce the level of erosion.

Rationale should be provided that the effects of:" these two land uses are more substantial
than other stressors to justify these two being specifically mentioned. Also, since these are not
Ecological Processes, consider not including them in ~is vision su~wnary but as a stressor.

There is no specific consideration of fe!nted terrestrial habitats. The ecology and the
various ecological processes fundamental to the ecological health of the Delta and Bay are
integrated. Thus, the ERPP must address the health of related terrestrial ecosystems to ensure
the best ecological health ot5 the transition and aquatic ecosystems. Within the primary focus
area, the various riparian plant c.onwnunities need to be addressed. Outside the primary area,
the brash, wooded, and forest systems r~.eed t,~ be addressed.

In Volume I, what are add.ressed as "’habitats" are not merely habitat. Addressing them
as habitat rather than ecosystems inters that their prLmary roleiconcern to the ERPP is as
habitat ~place) and not ecosystem (interactiom. The emphasis should be on the relationships o~"
processes, physical areas, and individual organisms and populations of species. CALFED
should either solely employ the concept of biotic community or supplement its use with plant
and anl.mal eorn.munities

CALFED should ....o.q.,td~ temovin~ D~.tutbancc as a stressor category and develop,
a minimtun, tl~e followin~ stresse~ ~ "g ; "~ ,..a.e.or,es. Boating and Other Recreational Activities:
~-tuman-re}ated Te.~~porary ~.I~bi’~at Disn~rbar~ce. Timber Practices. Grazing Practi.ces,
.-’,g:-ic,alta:ai ~’actices, b~.m’~v.>r~.:tated Degre,.:.tation or" t.I~;bitat: Human-related Less or" r-’~abitat.

Tb.e cot~ceqts and te~:; ~,pplie0. to i:,lants versus anit-,zmls and terrestrial versus aquatic
orgap, b, ms arc d{ssimila.-, t-o example the use ,.,~ ,~he re-ms invasive ver~;us non-naove: The
term ’nc.n-p,~tive’" is used for witdli."e anc~. ~o,t t,..,c mverzebra,:e~, fishes or ptan~.s.
Ccn.~i’.te.,’atice should be given to oecicle w!:e,.’he,c "’invasive", "’non-native" or both are going
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be used and then use the terms consistently across phylogenetic and ecosystem boundaries, to
provide a comprehensive Iist of those taxa that are considered non-native and invasive for each
ecosystem, provide some analysis and discussion for how ERPP plans to deal with each non-
native and invasive taxon.

Specific Comments

Pages 3 and 4; Phasing: The ERPP states that the initial emphasis will be on recovering endangered
species and that once that is accomplished the restoration efforts can expand to the "broader
issue of restoring ecological, health". This choice of words, we believe, may unnecessarily
corffuse readers and mislead them into believing the ERPP is a species only driven program...
We strongly recommend that it be modified to state that restoring ecological health is the
underlying strategy and that restoring processes and habitat are the first priority. If it goes on
to state that those processes and habitats will be restored first that benefit listed species that
could be acceptable.

Page 8: The vision for Bay-Delta Aquatic Foodweb focuses extensively on water diversions. Clearly
toxics may play a significant role and should receive more discussion.

Page 8: The title for Upper Waters~.ed Processes implies a much narrower vision than the one
described. This may need clarification.

Page I0: The vision for Chinook salmon is too limited since it ignores role of hatchery, fish. We
suggest adding something along the lines of the following:

Natural production should be complemented with hatchery production designed to compensate
%r unrestorable habitat losses and managed in a manner compatible with natural production.
The issue carries over into the Chinook section s~,arting on page 141. (The section on Artificial
Propagation in the Stressors section now treats ~he topic

Page 10: Delta Smelt: Restoration of processes should be added to the V’ision Summary.

Page t0: Splittail: We are unaware tha~: this is a candidate under CEb.,:x. Uorrec~ions sh::,,.t!d be made
here and in other locations such as on pages 135 and 137.

Page 12: Suisun Song Sparrow: This species is not listed.

Pages t.2 and I3: The witdli’& ~ isio~,~.s cal! for a tong !is: or listed species and some groups, but omit
...... -., g " ~ ¯ example. There should be someothers we and o:hers probabl)’ ~a~,~ r~_,.o~mz, d, ~’ai:ror~ is an

H--O 0 2 1 1 4
H-O02114



Mr. Dick Daniel
September 19, 1997
Page Six

thought given to better describing how the species and groups were selected and how they can
"’represent" those other species.

Page 14: Contaminants: Consider an overall vision to prevent concentrations of toxic substances
which limit beneficial uses of ,~he water. It may be more measurable than "free of high
concentration".

Page 14: Fish and Wildlife t-tarvest: This vision should also include a more general discussion of
harvest and should not be limited to discussion of a few species.

Page 15: There appears to be no stressor for water storage. The vision for dams, reservoirs, weirs,
other human-made structures should cover water storage, and the ERPP should make it clear
that it addresses this aspect of water management.

Page 1C et seq.: The implementation objectives tend to be restatements of visions and unquantified.
We really need to assess whether we need both visions and implementation objectives. The
ERPP should strive to contain measurable objectives.

ge 17: Bay Delta Hydraulics: This vision does not include the reference to 1.960s flows described in
the vision. There may be more inconsistencies of this type. Generally. commitments should
become more not less specific as one moves from visions to targets.

Page 20: Table 4 needs a dot in zone 2 for Bay-Delta Hydraulics.

Page 20: Based on discussions on pages 30 and 31 Zones 1, _,~ and I."~. should be checked for sediment
supply.

Page 22; fifth paragraph, left cohmm: This definition confounds what Delta outflow is with how it is
measured. Delta outt’iow is simply the net flow at Chipps Isiand. Conceptua!ly, it is estimated
as the sum of Delta inflow and prc::~ipitation in the Delta minus water ase in the Delta and
exports from ttne Delta, rather than as described in the draft.

Page 2%43: The seations on Natural Sediment Supp!y, Stream Meander Conditions and Nam.ral Flood
plains describe in:er:’elated ~rocesses fairt’,’ well ~md generally c:eate a vision of major changes
in f!ood nmr:a2,:m~ent, Yet they d,~n’t seem to de:;.:zi0e spccificai!y what will be done
demonstrate the feasibility of the p~au. H.ence e,.",.e is ieft wondering whether the imp!led major
changes in floo~,, mam,.~eme ~t are ~.. a~.ole and irnp[::tnentable.

Pa~e 30; f;.*.’st paragraph, rigt’c~ co!nm.n’ "She te’,r may need clat’i~cat;.on so "~ reader can understand
t~s statemc;= i;.-.:re thac rlo,.,,’s of 5-i0 Jays simt:k:.,.’.mg a 5 to l0 .,ear frequency of unimpaired
9o;v are neede0 to mt.oittz,, channel bed. ,::an!... and bar "’"" "~-...:u,,, at:, at~d how it compares with ~he
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statement on page 38 that peak flows every t.5 to ’ ?’ears are the "dominant discharges" that
define the distribution or" sediment, bat’, and bed materiats.

Page 35: A brief discussion of the need to remove or manage ¯’hard points" such as fixed diversions
should be added in rkis section.

Page 39: The list or" items under "’Floodplains reduce flood stages by:" needs to be restructured to
avoid confusing the reader since the list includes things unrelated to reducing flood stage.

Page 42; last paragraph, right column: We are not aware or" plans to restore floodplains on Sherman
Island. Current land elevations may be better suited to restoration to tidal action.

Page 44; third paragraph, left column: The 70 to 80 degree statement is misleading since stress for
salmon can begin at 58 and reach significant levels at 65.

Page 44; second paragraph, right column: Reference should also be made to daily fluctuations in
water temperatures as well.

ge 47; last paragraph, right column: Maintenance of temperatures for rearing needs to be
ret’erenced here as well.

Page 49; last p~ragraph, left column: We recommen,.I using 58 to 60 degrees for salmon in the spring
as a target.

Page S0: last paragraph, right column: Reference to fall-run should be made also.

Page 51:firs~ paragraph, eight column: In the last sentence. "’ebb tides must r>.: replaced by "’net flow"
to be correct.

Page ~,’~’._, ./.::ran: ~,~,;c :’ecoramc~,d &at the v~sion be ....0~-’ .~,,panc, :c~ to ~estere ~ond[tion~ in the spring (Apri~
and Ma’yl co those that occurred in the mid-t950s.

Page e3, first ,,. ~, ....’ ’ :ondidons in April and¯ p~t a,,~ a~.m. We do not agree with the s~atement that :                                                                                                                                        ,"v,,.~u,’:~.
~av are h,::alt~’..’. The last :’,,,o qenteaces ,~I" [[tJs r)~n~t.~ ....rapn,’ shot, id be           de~e~e(~, as          -,vr: ..... ....n.

The visie~,, for ,,.. food,.veb is well dcne. It .~ou~d be improved by rec,’-,~nizin:: the uucenaintv ¯
creat:~d bv r,e.,~ 5:..-.t spec[es [::treductio ns.

gt,.c~me~,l description of :.’om..o,_’,:~ents with~..,. a. ~.s cr~ ,:~~;.:and habitats pte~;ent aPage d:J et s.-t~.: Fhe

creates a v~am t~,,. pubtiz can u~,,Jersmnd and aspire to. Major t-gvis~ons are needed.. What
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seems to be advocated is substantial, restoraqon of wetlands between setback levees and existing
channels and on whole tracts of land, with the wetlands being a mosaic of marsh vegetation.
sloughs and open water. It is not clear what integration is envisioned or" herbaceous and woody
plants. Saline and freshwater wetlands are presented as two distinct types, but what is clearly
needed is a continuum from one to the other. If the technical staff consiciers it essential to
describe all of the components of wetlands, such as "’tidal apereenial aquatic habitat", that
should be done as elements under an overail heading of wetlands.

Page 70; Fresh Emergent Wetland: Restoration needs to be added to the Implementation Objective.

Page 74: k isn’t clear why targets for non-tidal perermial and seasonal are under development for the
East San Joaquin Zone. Consider deleting references that targets will be prepared for that zone
for those two habitat types. To be consistent with top of page 111 targets are developed for the
Yolo Basin Zone.

Page 75; Tidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat: This section shouId be modified to clear up potential.
confusion about this habitat type and tidal emergent wetland both fresh and saline.

ge 75; [’irst paragraph, left cottunn: We recommend that the ERPP compare its terminology such as
tidal perermial aquatic habitat to that used for the Ecosystem Goats process. Doing so should
help clarit-:v the definition of this habitat type.

Secondparagraph, left co!mnn: The statement that tidal perennial aquatic habitat supports !.00 listed
plant and animal, species is potentially misleading. The section of the ERPP needs to focus on
listed species in this estuaU. If it does, we are unaware of documentation that there are 100
listed species influenced by this habitat type.

TMrd paragraph, left Column: We believe that the habitat referred to as tidal perennial aquatic habitat
in the ER.PP did not experience a decline of 87,500 acres as quoted in this paragrapt~. The
h~:’,.,,itat c!assifications affected shou!d be clarifi~:d, rt is cur understanding that most of the
habitat lost since !900 was tidat emergent wetland.

Page 82: As we understand it dredqing decreases water ,:e!r, ckies rather than increase them. This
::hou[d be ccrre.:r.cd.

’~-;," ih,ka~e sect.ion t"or this vision is quite general and should be imrocoved bv addi,.’~g someP:-’ge 82: ~=~,o . .
? v., .., t l.v., ~ LJ .

H--0 0 2 1 1 7
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Page 83: The basis for a total of 190 mites or" additional sloughs should be better presented. That
makes sense only if it is presented as a component of emergent wetland restoration. In addition,
the vision needs to clarify" that it is talking about sloughs much smaller than what we presently
call sloughs.

Page 83: Reference to purchasing sloughs from wi[iing sellers shouM be clarified since it is likely they
are state owned lands now.

Page 86: The first complete sentence on this page is unclear and it shouId be clarified.

Page 85-87: The vision talks about sediment deposition, but actions only reduce erosion. Consideration
should be given to expanding this discussion and including a broader suite of actions.

Page 88: The first sentence under Resource Description talks about saline marshes extending into the
Western Delta. Given the reclamation of Suisun Marsh ror farming, that is probably incorrect
by a good many relies.

Third paragraph, right column: This paragraph contains substantial misinformation about historical
salinity, patterns prior to water development, In dry years the pattern described was likely the
case. However, in most years flows kept the Delta and Suistm Marsh sufficiently fresh well into
the summer that agricultural crops in the Marsh were successfully grown. Water development
has instead increased salinity in the Marsh. FurthetTnore, the area cctpabIe of supporting
brackish marsh has not declined and the area capable of supporting fresh emergent wetlands has
not increased. The Suisun Marsh facilities help preserve the .Marsh as a brackish water marsh
to offset the adverse impacts associated with reduced Delta oudlow caused by upstream water
development. "[’his section goes on to exaggerate the degree of salinity intrusion prior to
Shasta. It became a brief occurrence during droughts in this centutw. Is that a phenomenon
related to upstream diversions’? Did it occur prior to irrigated agriculture? It probably caused
significant shore terra effects which were never described b;,’~..,~":~.,’-’:~"~, ,~s. Hence we t~a!~’~" ’ ¯ do not
know the con.,;equences.

Finally that paragraph ends with a mischaracterization of the water contt:ol system in Suisun
Marsh. T..e controis are needed to ’::eep :he Mar,;h from ~e,’c,qin~.. ..... . ., too satiate.

Page 8S; First [~aragraph, left con, mat "/’his s[:ould be clarified so i: inck~&:..~ this habitat in &<: Suisun
~[arsh and Suisun Bar. ~,s ’,re" as, ~,~ units in the north

,,.~,.o,,o-~ o,~.,.~. Th~ potential t~adeof[ o[" din~!p.~.ia~._ ~,a~o.~..~,a~ -,’. ~ wetlands by. ccnv.er:i~g them ~t~) dda’. wetlands
ae,.’ds to be ad ’-~,-~ in this ,,i,
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Page 91: second bullet: The concept of managing exports to ensure sufficient Delta outflow also needs
to be included here.

Page 92: Resource description, second paragraph: To make the statement accurate "’tidal" should be deleted.
Tidal wetlands did not occur upstream of the Delta.

Page 93: third paragraph, sentence 1: High tidal velocities are not responsible for erosion, llt is the non-tidal
velocities that cause erosion. The channels have essentially been shaped over long periods of time bv
tidal velocities, and are in a dynamic equilibrium.

Page 94; last paragraph: This section should describe where has ’[oss of tidal flow" has reduced the extent of
freshwater emergent wetland.

Page 94; fourth bullet: The reference to the Suisun Marsh Plan of P:-otection should be deleted since it is not
related to preserving the Marsh as a fresh emergent wetland.

Page 98: The implementation objective for seasonal wetlands focuses on restoration. It is our understanding
that essentially all of the historical wetland in the Delta was permanently flooded tidal wetland. Hence
the proposed seasonal wetland is not really restoration, but reflects a goal of creating seasonal wetlands
where restoration of tidal wetlands is not feasible in the short run because of subsidence. The seasonar
wetlands section needs to be re,~ised to reflect this concept, and be justified accordingly. While such
wetlands have substantial environmental values, we are fraNfly skeptical that the magnitudes proposed
can be justified witlnout relying on their dual value of reversing subsidence. Hence. that aspect needs to
be recognized in the ERPP and cross referenced to the !.evee common program.

Page 99: The third action re-connecting streams to their flood plains would seem to be an action pertinent to
emergent tidal wetlands- not seasonal wetlands. This should be clarified.

Page 99: lin the discussion of actions regarding seasonal wetiands no mention is made of agricu!.ture.
Since most of tl~e exi,:tit;~, scasonrl wetland is i,~ a’zt’iculI:ure and most c.f the p,xenfial for future
increases in ~ " ’ wetlands on a~riculturaI lands we believe ~ ;ta,s vision should be more
explicit about its linkage ~o agriculture.

.~ar~d~,.~,,.~ savs this habitat is ~oe,i for resider~t Delta native tishPage i.00: 2’>,," ~as. pa:a~raph. ~n the i,~’ - .......:,",                                      ..~    .                         "’
spezles". No mention is a~ade, ho,,vevet. ,:~ tr’troduced residen~ fishes. Obviously, that is done
because vacict~s ir.cerescs want to geature qad,.’e fi~hes, but it :rea:es :" mis~.eading ~pression.
in actt~alic>’, the tlsnes which vvi~i, bertef[t the ~ao~t from this ~yp,~ of >v, bitat include introduced
memo~’cs ,>t the sunfish ?~milv and probabb ,:.,.h~r inrrcduced ~:ec:,es, and the new habitat wilt
be dominated by introduced specie:; just as ~re~,:t:. habitat is. !’ha: needs to be recognized. (A
simiiar vc.blem exists for sore,: of t!:c other i¢::bita{ types.)
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Page 101; second paragraph: Friant is the only CVP project respoL~.sible for drying up the San
Joaquin River.

Page 104: The target should be quantifiable for all areas, not just for the upper Sacramento.

Page 108: Considering the limited scope of this habitat, it should be easy to present a quantified target
pertaining to all parts of the habitat. Consideration should be given to doing so.

Page if0; second paragraph, left column: This paragraph should be redrat%ed to eliminate the
confusion associated with discussing vernal pools extensively in a section dedicated to perennial
grassland. We recommend simply describing how adjacent grasslands are important to the
maintenance of vernal pools and that restoring and maintaining large areas of perennial
grasslands in association with. vernal pools is critical. This same relationship should be
described in the section dealing with vernal pools in the seasonal wetland discussion on page
96.

Page 110 et seq.: This section starts out like it is going to take on the world and then focuses on a
reasonable effort of including grassland restoration as a component of wetland and riparian
habitat restoration. The Introduction and Resource Description sections should be revised to
start with the proper scope t’or this program.

Page 1.11: first [:aragraph, left column: Reference to the Yoto Basin Unit needs to be made here in
order to be consister~t with referencing the Jepson Prairie Preserve.

Page 113: paragraph 2 under Resource Description: [’his section starts by saying that "Agricultural
land can be defined as wetlands". This seems urmecessarily threatening and
misleading. We reconm~end alternative wording such as: "’Agricultural lands being managed
for certain crops and ~’ol[owing certain agricultural practices create wetland-like benefits for
certain wildlife".

Page I13: The last iLsted benet:,t seems to be s~ated too subtlely. We recommend: "’create an
opportunity for cash income from hunting and increase esthetic values, both of which may
increa,.e properW values".

Page 1.1.8: v,,.’e are c,oncerac:.i that i,~clusion or Sacramento perch in the resident fish objective may
make the objective unattainable. Sac:ameato perch, probably can not co~p, pete with introduced
membecs of the same fam;ly, a~zd th,as are ~ot likely to be restorable.

r,~,,o ,. ~o: CaIit’.:)rnia’ ~.outc! be added to Cla~_-,r~e~" RaJ!.

,ge .t ~_<,~: Reference to line iiuis’.m Song Scarrsw beip~g listed should be de!eted.
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Page !’~1: The spring-run should be listed as a State candidate for Itsdn,.

Page 122: The marine fishes section needs to recognize their recreational and commercial fishing
values.

Page 128: The last action on this page needs to include adults.

Page 129: The fourrk action on this page is a restatement of the last action on the previous page.

Page 131; last paragraph, right column: The listing of stocking of juvenile striped bass as a
contributing [’actor to declining longfin smelt populations after 1985 is rmsleading since even
with stocking, striped bass numbers were significantly lower than times when large numbers of
striped bass co-existed with higher populations of longfin smelt.

Page 134: The actions for longfin are stated quite differently from the same actions for other species
such as delta smelt. [n this case consistency is imporumt to avoid implications of subtle
differences. For instance one of the actions here, i.e. the relocation of diversions is applicable
for many species and should be included for many species e.g. delta smelt, splittail, chinook
salmon etc. The action concerning striped bass stocking may not be valid. Two considerations
are how few smelt bass ate even when both were much more abundant and the relatively few
bass being stocked.          -.

Page 138: The resource section needs to put white and green sturgeon in perspective. Throughout
~eco~ded history, white sturgeon have dominated populations in this system and other large
river systems. Green sturgeon have been a small fraction of the population in the Bay-Delta but
dominate in smaller systems such as the Eel River. This does not affect actions under this
program, butthe reader needs to understand this aspect of the resource.

i40: The tar~.et of reducin~ the oerceeta:~e lost of sturoecm to water diversions to that of the
1960s shc, uld be a large; for al! the o~ber t’ish spe:.:ies selected in the ERI-"P. As ~n alternative.

:" " pa,-,o 228 in the Vision for Waterfi~is general :argot could be listect ip. ~tte stressors sc,.uon c.n =~
Diversions.

Page l.t0: l’!,� !a~ three " "2’:" ’ lib.ted for smr:.~eon appear to ~e ....? actions. Suita’~Ie modifications
,.,~., t~~ be in order.
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the proportion of the escapement indicated here. This may p.eed some clarification. Further.
the proportion of hatcher,. fish varies among tributaries.

Page 141, first paragraph: Chinook do not ahvavs grow to adulthood before returning to flesh water.

Page 141, second parawaph: The "’key" to improving chinook, salmon populations needs to ret’ecence
the S~VP and CVP diversions in the Delta. They are among the most important factors
(stressors) to improve. Patterns need to include timing, magnitude and duration. This
paragraph should focus on component watershed differences first before making broad
statements in Volume [ that are contradicted or glossed over in Vohtmes ~I and liI.

Page 141, third paragraph: The tools necessary to "’restore" these habitats must take site-specific
realities into consideration. The "one size tits ali cure" won’t work and the visions should
reflect reality.

Page 142, 3rd paragraph: Chinook stocks in the San loaquin basins have been ’consistently high"
less than 50 percent of the period from !970 to 1994. Mills and Fisher (i994) may not fairly
describe the situation throughout the Central Valley for this time period.

. age !42, Climatic events paragraph: El Nino events provide positive benefits in inland watershed
with flow deficits (e.g, 1.982-83:. in the San loaquin basin - see escapements in 1985 and 1986).

Page !43: The last sentence in the next to last paragraph on ~his page needs to be clarified.

Page 143, 2rid paragraph: "’Rebuilding" wil! require understanding site-specific limiting factors and
utilization of all appropriate tools.

Page 1.43, eighth paragraph: inland recreational fisheries lbr chinook have not existed tor some time.
horace the2’ have not been ~he cause of d"d~cok declines south of Stockton.

Page 1.43, last paragraph: ]he ERPP should mc!ude exampies o~ more site-speci~ watershed
treatments in its ¢once~t ..~f "’ecological processes selected ~or restoratioh include those that
create and. maintain c:itieal habitat dements." In s,m:’.e v,;’~rersheds, restoring a small fraction of
ha0it:~t ~tements. ma,.. ,:c,: result in ~’~..~c..., ..... :"-~.: ._’c’sto~ation of r.ar;.:t spe~:ics                                                      - hence ~:her
a""-,p,- . be nec,e~,’u", We :;m: ",err concerned :.?:cut t>is possibility in the San Joaquin
Basin.
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Page I44, Integration With Other Restoration Programs, third bullet: should include reference to
California Department or Fish and Game. 1990. "’Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead
Restoration and Enhancement Plan". !.15 p. Reynolds el. A1. (t.993) has a much narrower
scope and focuses only on a subset of actions defined in the 1990 publication.

Page 145, Lirtkage With Other Ecosystem Elements, ninth bullet under "Stressors that adversely
affect chinook salmon or its habitats include: Artificial propagation. On page 142, paragraph
3, the text indicates that "’Some populations remain healthy, especially those supplemented with
hatchery production" yet the "’Linkage" section defines all arti[’idial propagation programs as
stressors. The text should be modified to state that in some places and under certain operation
strategies artificial propagation is not a stressor?

Page 145. Implementation Objective Targets and Progr~unmatic Actions, 2nd paragraph: Cohort
replacement rates exceeding 1.0 are not uncommon during chinook salmon recovery periods in
the San Joaquin basin. These are notably associated with wet-year runoff patterns. The
"’vision" suggests a significant level of ecosystem restoration, yet the implementation target of
only > 1.0 cohort replacement leaves little room for optimism for the San Joaquin basin.
Under this objective, a cohort replacement rate of t.000! is better than one - and hence
CALFED could meet its objective. However, that does not even approach the goals and
objectives in the three major programs (see "’Integration" section), All t~ve bullets irt this
section inter that the treatments..(implementation actions) would be applied to each tributary
watershed in "b[ar~et" fashion. Each watershed is unique and shouM be treated as such in
selection o~" actions.

Page 146, Re%fences: Add CDFG, !,990. Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead Restoration and
Enhancement Plan, t 15 p.

Page !54: The Departnte~t is cited as the source of the hypothesis that striped bass migrating to other
systems may be partially responsible For the declir~e. The Department’s position is that this is
r,.ot 1}kel.,,’ LO be a significa~:t factor.

Page 156: :~’one of the actions described for striped bass do anything to improv-# diversion~ ~’low
co~ditk;ns in the sum~er ar ,.t fall eve~ thctagh that is described as a prc,:;!em earlier in the
section. "fne i}iIZEP shou.ld address ..’his need.

Page £62: The SWRCS Bay-Deka plan is cited
simuid ~’~~.,. cited got quite a few other t’ish species to ovoid .,.- inconsistent>’.

,,. >eco,,~:. cektmn does not define the ,ii,’~,..~" ......,.nc~ between algae.Page 16:3: The t~rst fu~ paragraph in the "
and ....f~h:,’~cgit.,"-:; ....~,r.- accuc?ce~~. i teart~c~i :i:at p~yto~Aanktoa are algae fi,.<.dng in ~e water.
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Page 172: It would be helpful to say something specific about their occurrence in the Delta and Suisun
Bay- i.e. the Problem Area.

Page 198; second paragraph, left column: Reference to the Suisun song sparrow as listed should be
deleted.

Pages 220 and 221: The implementation objective for dams of."increasin~ the connection" of habitat
above and. below the dam should be clarified. "

Page 222: The discussion for water diversions needs to recognize that fish other than salmon are
similarly affected.

Page 224: Targets of dredging and sediment disposal need to be set for Zone 2 as well. Targets for
gravel mining need to be set for Zone 13 as well.

Page,,~,~’~’~r,, Introduction, third para,oraph: Factors should include fish species and life stage
periodicity.

ge 225, Stressor Description, first para~aph: The re[ative impacts of diversions may vary by water-year
type and month of the year.
Page ~’~6; second sentence: To, say ~t,.at the CVP/SWP diversions are not screened because they have
louvers is misleading. Louvers have always been considered as a :ype of screen.

Page 226; second paragraph, last sentence: llt is misleading to say "’few entrained fish survive". Survival has
oMy been measured for striped bass. and under many conditions approximately 80% of the small bass
passing through ~he plant survive.

Page 226: Add a paragraph ~’or the San Joaquin basin. Over 300 diversions exist in the east side tributaries and
main San Joaquin River north of Hitls Ferry Road (mouth of ~he Merced River).

Page 227; first fu!! paragraph: Age and increased exports are no~ responsible _f.or Tracy "’exceeding original
design specifications", rt was designed to meet the present export capacity, but it has alwavs had
velocities during low tides which substantially din~inish salvage ef,qcie~¢ies.

tag. 22’7, ~riSiOil: r~.~,u :.l paragraph acknowtec.!bin.~ e:.:istin~ regulations re~ardin~ screens a.zd the "~ ~

benefit ;f a rather ~.,~a investm:~:t continues over tinae. Reo!ace2~en: c,:,s~s must be anticipated.
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Page _,7, Integration With Other Restoration Progr:uns: [ don’t believe the CVPIA Anadromous Fish
Screening Program can afford to screen "’most. if not all’" diversioI,s, nor do the?’ intend to do so
without cost share. This may need to be clarified.

Page 228:Last two items in column i: These two items should be replaced with recommendations submitted by
CALFED’s Fish Screen Committee that fish screens at the~e intakes shoutd be replaced with state-of-
the-art screens.

Page 231: "[’he targets for dams should include reoperation to provide better conditions for fish downstream of
dams.

Page 237; first sentence: Restoration of subsided areas does not "require" fiii. That is only one option.

Page 252; the last paragraph in the first cohunn is misleading: While it is presumably true that native species
have the best chance of competing successfully in an um-nodified environment, that is not an assurance
that some introduced species wou[d not out-compete them in an unmodified environment.
(The Sacramento perch and introduced members of the t’amily are probably an excellent
example.) Regardless of that, however, the ERPP will not come close enough to restoring
"’natural conditions" to have much effect on the relative competitive abilities of native and
introduced species. For example, many species were successfully introduced before 1.900, and
cite ERPP wilt gall ~’ar short of restoring any major aspect of the ecosystem to conditions which
existed ber’ore 1.9t30.

Page 252; Vision first parawapt~: Ballast dumping is regulated primarily by federal law.

Page 253: The proposed actions are nothing more than the status quo. The ERPP should we advocate
stronger control of ballast water, or at least stronger control if evaluations of present regulations
do not dentor.strate that &ey are preventing bai!ast water exchanges.

Page 276: first paragragh: Se!cnium is not a heavy

Pg.,ge 277; Last ~,,ord in f)rst column: ] :~ete is no, antecedent for "’these so it is impo~sibte ro
:md::rstand what i’~ beir,~,,:., p.:’oposed.

Page 29i; Intru,.’!ucti.)m ,-\dd sente,’:.ce :,~ last paragrap.h, indicating the signifiza,:t ciitie.rence betweep
~he magnitude of hatchery p:oductio,,, in ~he S~,c~’am.op.to basin compared ~o the San Joaquin
i;asi:,,. Also, a dis~inctior,, shoul.--t be reade between ti!,: program objecti,~es at .),,llerced and
5[ok.elumne River hatc!’..eries - ),f::rced b~:ing r~’,,re o,a supplemer.:tati,)n approach using
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Page 291; Stressor Description: Here again it is appropriate to recognize :hat not all hatcheries are t.he
same and hence the,! do not all pose the same Upes and degree of risk suggested in the text.

Page 292 and 293: A more clear distinction between the magnitude and focus of hatchery production
south of Stockton must be made to avoid misleading the reader. Due to the boom or bust habitat
conditions afforded in the San Joaquin, the populations cycle dramatically making it extremely
hard to sustain a healr.hy population and sustain harvest opportunity associated therewith. The
tabular summary of "’Average Annual Production" for the period 1970 to 1.993 overestimates
the average production at Merced River Hatchery. The period 1970 to 1.996 should be utilized
to include the devastating effect of the recent 1987 to 1.992 drought.

Page .ga, Vision: The first paragraph assumes that the level of reliance on "artificially produced" fish
is equivalent and high throughout the Central Valley watersheds. This is erroneous, ls also
assumes that "’extensive restoration activities, presumably excluding additional hatchery.
production in all tributary basins, will be required to shift the balance back to naturally -
produced fish populations." This appears to be an unqualified and perhaps unattainabte vision -
with necessary restraint on careful use of hatche~ programs. There is also an inherent
assumption that the other "’restoration" tools will be effective in restoring biological function
through restoration of physical function. The basis for this assumption is not stated and should
be.

Page 293, Vision, second paragraph: We believe that a more "’robust" vision with respect to artificial
propagation, harvest, chinook salmon and steelhead is to more caregully tailor the vision to each
tributary or component of the watershed (based on the individual realities) instead of adopting a
"one size tits all" vision which can be quite uP, realistic and unnecessarily confining in terms of
restoration tools and effectiveness.

Page 293, Integration With Other Restoration Programs: [t appears the "’vision" statement
u,.mecessari[y confines the use of at’rificial production in a "’b!an..t:et’" nature, inconsistent with
the imptementation or the Salmon. SteeLh.-.:ad Trout a~:d Anadr.’ou:,eus Fisherie~ Program Act o.r"
1988 tsee ’Central Valtey Salmon and S~eelhead Res.roration and Enh.’.~ncement Plan", !.990.
CDFG).
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This concludes our comments. Thank you for allowing us to review and comment on
Volume I~. We look forward to reviewing the other two volumes. Again, we commend you and
your staff on the fine job you have done in completing this draft. We hope our comments prove
useful in improving it further. Please contact me or Mr. Frank Wernette at CALNET 8423-7800
if you have any questions about our input or would like assistance in making the needed
modifications.

H. K Chadwick
CALFED/DFG Liaison

¯ HKCgn78. wpd:fw/cc

cc: Regionad. Managers: 1, 2, 3 4.
Division Chiefs: BDD, ESD, IFD, MRD, NHD, WMD, WMP
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~tate of California

Ni e m o r a n d u rn
Mr. Dick Daniel October 9. 1997
Assistant Direc>r for Habitat Restoration dote :
CALFED Bay-Delta Program

From Department of Fish and Game

Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP), Volume H’ Ecological Zone Visions

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the subject document and
offers the following comments to assist you in completing the ERPP. Our comments take the
form of both genera! comments that apply to broad portions of this volume as well as specific
comments that are annotated by page and paragraph. Overall you and your staff should be
commended for the work you have done to bring Votume II to this stage of deveiopment. We
believe that while significant work remains to complete this volume the progress you have
made has provided a solid foundation and assisted us in focusing our comments on those areas
that would, in our view, enhance the quality, of the ERPP and improve the likelihood for
success All implementation.

We generally refrained from including editorial comments. The one generic editorial
cormnent we do wish to make iavolves the repetitive nature of much of the zone visions. We
understand the need e’er some repetition since not every reader wilt read the entire volume and
instead will likely focus on their primary area of interest. Nevertheless, within each zone
vision there is a high tevet of redundancy that can be e!.iminated without detracting from the
quality of the vision.

Gen.erat Comments

"[be DFC is concer~ed obout tp.e ,..,,_,,.~.. "~-~-~’~ cla~sifi,.’adon schcm.~: used in this ,’elaine.
~ ~ . ’ .,v,~.ch discloses anyunderstand that there is a sienidcant benefit to usin~ a ~atni~ process ’ 4.;.

scientific uncertainty. The target classification scheme, however, curcentlv in Volume II
wh[ch uses one, two. or three diamopAs may eeed to 0e adiuvted ia ordec to make it a

r.hat>mtv in coutributin~ to atmitzmeet n{ ~.he implemenm.zit p. ob.~ect. ~n this cow,text, a ta~:et
that savs ittcrease tidal emergent wetland by 1,000 ac:’:xs will, withOUt qucstiom sontribute

..ntaao,~r. ~ obiecti’,’e, of increasing.. 0ta~ habitat. Yet many one._ or txvo diamond ratings
are g:.::n f.~r these upes of targets whcr~ d ~kree cliamotad rat..:g ,v~utd be more app-o~riate.
I~~ the r;:.~ng is g; .... "       "’
.... " " " .... : "    ’:he " described :~cl aged in thatvOlt IOU,e ::<ro:Uvct, to re :,o, ..: .,on or: o .,~sa..~., chert k 3hou,.~ 03
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manner. Editorial work is needed to clarif,,’ its purpose. We have additional comments on the
rating system in our specific comments.

Some discussion of intermittent tributaries and th,xir use as chinook salmon rearing
areas per studies conducted by Paul N[auslin would be a useful addition and would be
consistent with the ecosystem approach being used in the ERPP.

The ERPP should include references to acquiring existing high-quality habitats as part
of the restoration plan. Protection of existing high-qualiti,,’ habitats cazt be an important
companion strategy to creating new habitats. Created and restored habitats cannot always
guarantee success; existing high-quatity habitats already provide necessary ecosystem
functions. Creation and restoration mav be more suitable for severely degraded habitats.

Ni~y statements are made regarding improvements in ecosystem processes that arc
made without source references. This makes it difficult to know which statements are
supported by scientific investigations, which are based on experience, judgement, or scientific
inference, and which are suppositions. Where possible, the ERPP shou!.d indicate sources of
knowledge or bases of supposition.

Overall, one can conclude that much of what is proposed is an improvement over
existing conditions, although tt~e specifics of what we can ex[,ect in terms of population
increases are not quantitatively presented in most cases. Perhaps this is because t’or some
species the k.nown quantitative data is based on detta outflow and this document makes no
quantitative assessment of how much flow is going to be provided for environmental
restoration. If this is the case, it needs to be stated as such. If there are other reasons the}’
need to be incorporated in tttis document as x~,ell.

N.[anv o~" the actions, it~ carried out. ’,~ lit not oui} r~."sult in a more productive and
he:dti~ier ecosystem but also a mud-t more esthetic ~n~’irc, nm~m~ than what we currently have.
Consider including a statement on the improved esthetics of habitat res[’dration.

cobb.luring since ninny or" tt~e. felt’fences ar~ objectixes tor the [::~lta which: do t~ot seem to relate
the focus ~)f the chapter. The sense is that r.hese sections ~v~.re paraphrased or lifted from

ot2~.~’ :ections and ap~!ied to ~he Suisun/Nortn Bay section bt,: are not applicable to t[’te North
:Sa~’ ’,vetlan.ds and ti:.ial n?arsl~ s,,’stems. ]his zot~’s ,,’isioa ~:ould be carefut[y redrafted.
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scientific debate and ’~mcertain~v ,,vir.h tespect to the t’ood web. The statements in this
document regarding the f,.,~ld web coukl be improved significantty by referring to the literature
on the estuary. The list or re~’erences, for instance, does not include any papers written on
planktonic invertebrates. We recommend that the author of this document refer to (1)
Ktmm.erer and Orsi. 1996. Changes in the zooplankton of the San Francisco Bay estuary
since the introduction of ~he clam Poramocortmla amuret, ais. Pp. 400-4.:.4/’n San Francisco
Bay: the ecosystem. J.T. [-[ottibaugh. ed. AAAS, Pacific Division. San Francisco,
California; and (2) Orsi and Mecum. 1996. Food l~mitation as:the probable cause of a long-
term decline in the abundance of ,Veoravsis mercectis the opossum shrimp in the Sacramento-
San ]oaquin Estuary. Pp. 375-402 above. The most serious shortcoming of not recognizing
the findings in these papers is that assertions in the ERPP that improving flows and reducing
exports wilt increase secondary production may not fully account for the influence of oth.er
factors in the level of secondary production. Analyses done by hi.remoter suggest that losses
to export pumping are too small to have an impact on ,’.Veom)’sis and Eur,,’temora. These
organisms may be affected more by the Asian clam than by freshwater flow. The statement at
the bottom of page 85, left column, that proposed improvements in spring flows, charmel
h.ydrautics, wetland h.abitats, and floodplain inundation should toad to a h.eatthier and more
productive aquatic food web may be true for the Delta but not for Suisun Bay where the Asian
dam may have the largest influence over phytoplank’-ton. The statement on page 85 that
follows the above says that "l~rnproved water quality and sediment retention ... will also
increase food web productivity." However, "’ hnproved water qualky" is not defined and it is
not at all clear how sediment retention can increase ~ood web productivity. Improving water
q’~ml{ty can actually reduce productivity as happened in the Stockton area of the San ]oaquin
River m’ter tertiat.’y waste treatment began. Both phytoplattk.ton and zooplankton
concentrations there dectined sharply and have remained tow ever since.

The ERPP should ctisc!ose that one of the most important factors affecting mvsid
shrimp and zoopla.nkto~t is r~o,,v the Asian c~am, ,,vhi.ch preys on the yotmg of some copepods
and cow,samos the ptbto[~an~:ton ~ood or" mysids, copcpods, m:d ~oti%.~s. Ano&er ~port~t
~act is chat although many tmtive species o~ zooplankton b, ave declined they have been replaced
by introduced species t}mt are as abundant as the natives once were. In’~ther words, the toss
i~ secondary ~roducdon h~s beet~ cop, fined to :oti~ers and m,.,sids and :o a lesser extent,
cb:’ocerans. Copepods e: .~ group ha,.,~ beea unaf~ecte~J ’,~vc::~tse ,:~f the abu::dance
[r~trod’.~ced copepods, i:;.~ced tot,d copepod atundag.ce ires increase4 c.>mpace4 to :t~e early
i970s. Copepods are n:o:’e icaportmzt to larvai ~c’~ smait ~5sh than ~he other
gro,tpb. This may be ,,v>,: we haven’t linked char;geq in fie, h abtmdance to zoo~kv~ton

mav m,~ be accotnpar:bd b’. high zoopk::tkTon ~bun.{e;~cu d~,c to the Asim~
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The ERPP shoutd disclose that there are areas ot~ potential disagreement among
scientists with regards to hoxv effective restoring tidal emergent wetland and. shallow water
habitat wil! be in restoring the estuarv’s aquatic ecosvst<m. One issue relates to the
justification for the acreage targets linked to habitat levels in the early 1900s ,.,,’hen some
believe the estuary was relatively health> as late as the 1950s ~vell after most wetland habitat
losses had occurred. Another issue relates to how drastically the specie.~ composition has
changed since the late 1.800s and how the current species composition may result in
improvements for introduced resident fish and an increase in thepredation on splittai1, and
juvenile chinook salmon, in essence, historically blackfish, native suckers, Sacramento perch,
and thicktail chubs mav not have represemed the same level of predatory threat.

Regarding steelhead, this document is a vast improvement over all other Centra! Valley
anadromous salmonid restoration plans that have been developed over the past 20 years which
have largely ignored naturally-spawning steelhead, rt is believed that this has been a
contributing factor in their decline and the resultant proposal to list them as endangered under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The document needs to state that Central Valley
steelhead are officially a Proposed Endangered Species under the ESA. Except for those
comments noted as follows, this document adequately addresses the fact that restoration of
steeIhead populations wil! require measures that are different from those to restore chinook
salmon.

The single-most limiting t~ctor l’or steelhead populations in the Central ’,’alley is lack
of access to art estimated 95% of the b.istorical spawo..ing and rearing ~abitat (Reynolds et
I993; Yoshiyama et al. t996~ because of d~s. Consequently, steelhead are relegated
spawning in low elevation reaches that were historically only used as migration corridors. We
are pleased ~o see that lack o~" access is addressed in specific Ecological Zones and Units. The
document, however, should acknowledge that this is the greatest stressor for steelhead on a
system-wide basis. We are a]so pleased to see that high water temperatures are idea0~ed as a
re%jot,~n~,,.,~" ’~;’~ tac~o." "~" ," r’or    n:,rura!ly ~pa,,vni~g ste..,heacl                                .L~omulations that exis~ in tat!water
,~achc~ below the large reservoi~-~.

In the [mple,nen,.ation Ob}ectives, Taraets. and Programmatic Actions section of
~:ppr~>priate Ecoto.gi;al Zones, r_’ilits, s~dies should b,: proposed to, examine t~e genetic
composition of wild re~iden~ rainbow trcmt populations ~hr, t are isoiated from the ocean by

Mtdcle Fork S:~onev Creek, Pumh Creek), somedams (e.g. Middle Fork..,.mericaa River, " ~ .
which apparently still exmbi~ ,uig~atory behaviors. If comparison wkh other known rainbow

.,~c~.=,,ad popul,:tions t~;ac were :’.:,:~ia:cd v..hert the d:~s were closed, this would be tt, o most

mev i~a’.’e become ext;:[.;a~ed. Genetic s;ud:es ~-.-v-.:,a c demons{rated tha~ this phenomenon og
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"" forced" residualization of steelhead populations bv dam construction has occurred among
southern California steelhead populations I NieIsen t994: Nielsen et al. in press)

There needs to be some acknowledgment of the fact that severe fragmentation of
naturally spawning steelhead populations has probably contributed to the overalt decline.
Central Valley steelhead populations are so disjunct that lack of dispersal from the historically
more robust populations to smaller populations inhabiting relatively unimpacted stream
systems (such as Mil! and Deer creeks) may help to explain why, these populations are not
recovering. Recovery of steelhead populations in the larger tr!butaries (e.g. American,
Feather, Stanislaus rivers) could he!p to reestablish other populations.

The ERPP should include a discussion regarding its contribution to the durability and
resiliency of the estuary once its ecological health is restored. For instance, a discussion
should be added which addresses future population growth and future increases in demand for
water. Ecosystem restoration and maintenarme requires assured a_mounts of water for the
environment which will not be reduced for the ratchetin effect of population driven demand for
other uses.

Specific Cmmnents

Page 2, Table I: The east and ,,vest San Joaquin ecological units slmuld have the word Basin added to
their nan:re. The table should be consistent with Figure 19 which shows two Ecological Units:
the upper and lower West San Joaquin Basins.

Page 3, Paragraph 3, Left colurm’t, Last sentence: Replace "’re-engineered water diversions" with
alternative wording relating to changes in xvater management or facility re-operation. With the
exc..~ption of screens and attempts to improve fish hauling at collection f:~cilitles, little has been
done up until now to re-engits.eer w:tter diversions to assist in restoring fish ar;d wildlife
resources of the Bay-Delta.

Page a, Part, graph. 2, Right column, Ser~t.ence 1.: This sentence stares that each of the 14 zones [.~
characterized by a predominant ph.vsica! i~abitat Upe or species :’,ssembtz, ge. This staten~enr
could be misieadh~g since some zor~es :tre represented by a la,.’ge a_,ssormt~:’:~t of habitat types
ar~.d species assemblages. Consid~.’: a mo:e complete discussion of the cationaie for the z:.sne ~
boundarh;s and he,v the 14 zor~es v.,~.ce t~ttimately se!ected.

....... ,..o.,.entr,,.t,on of tOXiCPage :7, Column 1. Paragrapi’~ "~’ i’here i" se~’.ae oance:u about labeling the " ~ ," o ;
substances in fish tissue as :,,t~ "’itndi,’g~,;, e.,:., ecosystem health." Tissue ,_o~:t~,a’-°¢;,...-,,,,an o [t~.’n
a b oh~,gieal th; is’ o~d ~e,,el, whe,:...: odor,, this conccnt,.a~ion, there is no individual or
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poputation effect. Occasionally. known contaminant levels in fish may approach possible
biological effect levels (e.g. selenium in sturgeonl in some local fish species.

Page 5, Phasing: We recommend modifying the phasing discussion. As worded, it states that the
restoration strategy will focus on endangered species first and then efforts will expand and
focus on the L)roader issue of restoring ecological health. DFG believes that this statement
conflicts with much of what is said in the Introduction and with the basic principle that
restoring ecological health is fundamental to restoring listed as we!~ as non-listed species.

Page 6, Third Bullet: DFG is concerned about the implications of the last bullet under number 4. It
could be interpreted as overemphasizing economic, considerations. We recommend reworking
as follows: "...ERPP implementation, inctuding adjustments to ecosystem targets, funding
priorities, and restoration techniques to attain ecosystem objectives expeditiously, thus
ensuring that ...".

Page 6, Terms Used in the ERPP: On page 3 the term solution algernative is used. Some readers of
the ERPP may not be familiar with this term. Consider adding a definition for it.

Phasing: The issue of how long it will take to comptete the actions should be integrated into
the phasing discussion. For instance, it makes sense to start early on difficult, slow acting
measures that can be implemented more quickly.

Page 6, Ecological Process: Ecological process is used apparently only for abiotic processes. The
ERPP should explain wt~ere ecosystem functions that are biotic to fit into this list. For
example, it should describe where the fixation of carbon ~d the input of c~bon (i.e. primary
production) fk in. Shouldn’t this be considered to be an ecological process, trophic process,
-and a food v,.’eb process? Additionally, there is no mention of food web at this point in the
document but it is referred to later throua.b.our..

Page 6, Stressor: [.,.-t tb.e definitior, of ~ressor t~e word adverse!v is used. Th~} is an emotionally
charged word: consider changing the word to drama~icatls/, a more neutral adjective. Natural
srressor.v such as a t00-vear t~ood may not always be ecologically de:rimcam[ to the
ecosystem. Some commtmities or populations require pecioc:~c "’~<~-,’;.~"~...,, events te n%ntai~
,:!bzersltv o," pc, putation vigor.

Pages 7 aml 8, C~.a.s.’sitication of Tar’gets: Ctarific’~do~t of this rating process would help avoid
d~s .....~d o~.page ~ Tkecc~p.~sio~’ t..:;ard.:~g how the p,ocess will i~.tmfac.~ with Phasing

imptlcazio~ is ’ ~tm~.. actions tltat fall ~mder a tar~e~ rate~ ’.vitb. o:-te dio,~.ond would r~ot g~, forward
:.mtil t?,s addit{c:~a! researc~, dem,:.~s:ra~{on, at~d evaluation a~e completed. A sin~i~a: level of
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’.,,’ill be aggressively pursued even though they may receive a lower rating. The DFG is
concerned t~’~at i~" the ratiugs are taken lkera[l\.’, that very few targets will bc pursued until after
extensive research or small scaIe pilot projects are completed and detailed monitoring proves
the target’s actions efKctive. ~f that occurs 5r instance [n the Delta Kcologica[ Zone, only"
about ten percent of the nearly 70 targets ;vould be pursued in the near term (t.-10 years).
Only targets related to areas auch as fish screens, ballast water regulation, dredging guidelines,
and increased law enforcement would be pursued. Atl are curiously related to stressors and
not the highest priority’, restoring eco!ogical processes. \.,, c. there%re, recommend that th.e
ERPP explicitly recognize that the level of "’reliabiiity" can vary among the programmatic
actions as well.

Page 9, Paragraph 1, Sentence 3: 7Fule Marsh is a very generic description of ~he vast habitats
found within the Bay-Delta Estuary. According to the San Francisco Estuary Project’s "°Status
and Trends Report on Aquatic Resources in the San Francisco Estuary," the historic Delta
supported extensive wetlands including ponds, sloughs, marshes, and a riparian strip along ~he
rivers that was as much as 40 miles wide. An accurate portrayal of the historic Delta should
be included to help important determine baseline conditions for restoraion.

age 9, Column 2, Paragraph i: One key assumption of adaptive management is that we may
discover the cause of an enviroun~ental problem if ,,re examine tite response to a type of
treatment. Unfortunately, restoration actions or projects :~re not "’reproducible’" experiments.
Often the observed results are ttte results of complex set o~ variabies and conditions that
occurred during r.he study period or before this period. This condition may be unique and the
kc,,, controllin~ factor’s may not be the ones ~tudtect. Therefore, there is a high risk that
rnanagers may misinterpret the results of the ~treatment" unicsi; duplicate field ~rials are
conducted.

Page 9,. R.ight Colu.::rm, Second Paragraph, Sente~).ce ~’,. "l’l~e use         ,,:?~ ti~e term ~va;etT:..,~v" ."~ in a

cecommeiid rct’errin~ ~,~ ~".’
Volume [ for clarification ,:,f any term used. The word ~’areG,l’c,~v shouM be ddetcd here.
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ini’[o~v or outflow. For instance, the first sentence of paragraph 2 belongs in the first
par:~graph :qince xvc beliex e it is a continuation of a description of spring flows through the
Delta (presumably hfflow~. Another way to assist h’t ,.:larit’ying these data is to use bar graphs
which depict historical versus unimpaired for both inflow and outflow.

Page !.2, Right column, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2: The sentence should read November through
March. Significant changes were observed in April and Slav in the 1.96’.~s. This sentence and
paragraph should be modified accordingl.v.

Page 12, Paragraph 3: Delete this paragraph and add: "...provided by output from a particle
transport model (DeltaMOVE)" at the end of the second sentence in the second paragrapi~.

Page 13, Paragraph !., Sentence t’ Clari~# spawned population that this statement is referring to.

Page i3, Species - Habitat Association Table: Add word ’tidal" before emergent wetland for the
black rail.

~ge !5. Paragraph 2, Last Sentence: List the fish species that depend upon Shaded Riverine
[-(ab i tat.

Page t6, Coiumu ’t: Consider including agricultural practices as a stressor...\gricultura! reclamation
activities have eliminated most of the original emergent marsh in the Delta, and unfavorable
agricultural practices such as pesticide spraying, clean farming, and crop changes negatively
effect wildlife in the Delta. In the agricultural settings there may be virtual.ly no insects
present resulting in the bottom end of the terrestrial food ~veb being greatly reduced or absent.

Pa~,o .1.6, Paragraph 3" The toxins have been d.monstratc~ only in bioassav

Page !6, Paragraph _~t: Ti~e implication that the populat[o[~ ,~i green sturgeon [s ....
accurate assessment of this species" condition: the viston in Volume [ st~gg~sts that there
need to improve conditions for ’?tur~eon. Furthermore. this section does
.~tage ~’or the ,~.,,on ~,~s .... .’~ on ~a~e _ ....

Page 1 .,, t.,.~ h.Oltltlll!,    . ...,...,. .. , ac staten,.e~:t that ~,,,. ,\mc~ ..... n ;sac pop~t~ation is stable aud
hca!thv, is not accura{e. The vision for Americas shad in Volume [                                                                                         .-v>°esrs~ :,a -~- need to. mcr~,.>c: " ~-"
popt~latioas.
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Page 1.9; Rigi~t Coh.mm, Last paragraph: Since onh the gates are in this umt. modify this sentence
to read: "~ .. Delta Cross Channel (DCC) gates which, when open. allow Sacr~ento River
Water to flow into the DCC to .the forks o~ .... "

Page 22: Left Column, Paragraph 2, Sentence 3: "[’he water year classification should he included.
We betieve it is intended to be drier water ,,’ears.

Page 23: "[’he [and use information for the Central and West Delta Ecologica!, Unit is missing and
should be included.

Page 23, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1: Consider specifying the electric generating stations referred to.

Page 24, Paragraph 2: include terrestrial food web productivity. Increased terrestrial food web
productivity ’,rill naturally con-re from restoration of riparian, seasonal wetland, anti emergent
marsh conmmnities, htcreased terrestrial community health is a necessary component to Delta
ecosystem restoration and may be more heaviIy impacted than the :.tquatic component.

Page 26, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1.: Carefully evaluate improvements to existing shallow-water
habitat. Fill placed over an existing productive shallow-wg~<’r h.qbitat may not function as
;veil the existing habitat did.

Page 26, Paragraph 7, Sentence 7: Water hyacinth control :qtould be described so that impacts can
be properly evaluated.

Page 27, Left Column, Paragraph One: Add tile word "’gates" agter~,,,_:’"-T’ ....in the first lbe.

res:oration of dalai emergent ,.vetkmd ’aria tidal perenniat a<m:.uic habitat=~;o~xsidering the current
’,and elevations. Because land subsideace has been less dramatic,,-cbtOt,.tonr: cap,      proceed on a
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value of restored habitat it’ .--k[tcrnative 3 is stitched...\ similar sentence should be added to the
section on the South Deka Ecological Unit.

Page 29, Central Valley Stream Tmnperature: Add --’~" ......~ ~,~et,.nc,. to Deka channels being used as
rearing areas for salmon as well.

Page 30, Seasonal Wetland Habitat, Last Sentence: Add terrestria! to aquatic~bod web oj"r?ze
Delta attd Bay.

Page 3I, Predation and Competition: E:<cluding fish such as salmon and delta smek from areas that
harbor concentrations of predators (such as Clifton Court Forebay) should in the vision.

Page 32, Chinook salmon: Saying that salmon populations wil! remain stable implies that actions
taken wil! have no beneficial efi:’ect. We do not agree and believe "’remain stable or" should
be deleted.

Page 32, Paragraph 6, Sente.nce L: Benefits associated with tate-\vinter and spring flows are subject
to operations and diversions. Currently, the preferred alternative for the Interim South Delta
Project (ISDP) calls for an inct’ease in diversions during fall and winter months to rnake up for
reduced diversions in the Spring. CALFED needs to provide asst~rar,,ce that these flows ;viii
remain in the system foc fisheries benefits.

Page 33.. Paragraph 2,                  ~,eme,~c.. e ....4: Identify. what the lar~,e, inver.tebrares are.

Page 33, Paragraph o, Sentm~ce 2 ° 4:¯ ’ ~,c [-[as it been demonstrated that zoopimtkton are entrained to
the extent of reducin~ the poputatmns signit’icantlv’? This is ~ot the case o~.sed ot~ VVim
Khrm~erer’s analyses o f zoopiankton entt’aimnen¢.

~-,~,~ 35, Right Co
any .,. I~,,ed t .....[t..~c~ t~,,:;c ma’:’ be sdected a:~ the v),.,.’te~’t’ed C.,., FED " .....~’~""
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captures inform’ation co:~tamed on page 00 of this volume and more completciy describes the
Riparian Habitat Joint Vep, turc and .>B-2~- programs.

Page 37: .-\ gcnerai rationale section should b~ provided here ~or procasses like it has been for
habitats.

Page 37, Target 2: It would be hclp~fl to clarigv ,.,,,’hat percentage of these ""San Joaquin River’"
spring inflows are expected [o be met by the east side tributaries to the Delta and San Joaquin
River. Some of this explanation could be included in the rationale starting on page 38. The
linkage with Target 3 would also help especiah,, for dry years when Sacramento inflow is
targeted at a minimal rate of 13,000 cfs got the entire month of May.

Page 39, Paragraph 3: White and green sturgeon have finished spawning in most years by May.
May flows, however, are likeIv important for moving sturgeon as well as striped bass to the
nursery areas downstream to the Delta where the attrser7 conditions are tikeb./better for
survival than they are upstream.

age 40, Central Valley Stream Temperature: The temperature targets are generally insufficient to
ensure restoration of chinook salmon. Targets should instead describe keeping water
temperature betow 60° in ~he spring, since at 65°, significant temperature related mortality is
occurring. Also, mean vt:..t:y water temperar.ure is not an adcauate way of measuring
temperature effects on sahm,,n. Fc~peratures should be measured as a not to exceed daily
maximum.

Page -’~0, Delta Channel Hydranlics: "[’he one diamond rating for Target 1. is inappropriate. A three
diamond rating should be given. We recognize that Targets 1 and 2 were developed in a
manner that would uot predetermine ~he selection of a Preferred Atternativ¢ for CALFED.

tle’,v Re:loll:: [~c[tld~d if s,",c~d ~’?.r!2[lC~ oc a ;rot",," x,’~ 2 [s "~’~’ .....
At a minimum t[~c rat’asr:,dc >cc:i,:~;~ shou;d ....~iicirlv reco~taize ~iais I..an~ua~e like the last
.sentence in ~hc rationale for :he Aquatic flood Web on page 42 should ~ added here as well.
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Page 4!. Rationale: Add strioed bass to delta smelt as a species to be transported as iarvae.

Page 41, Paragraph It, Sentence l: Helpm.q ro restore... The need is to restore hydraulic
conditions to their naturaI state.

Currently, there are four physical barriers in the South Delta, a!i of which become permanent
xvith the ISDP. [SDP is part of manv CALFED alternatives. Clarify how this project’s
preferred alter, native I Four permanent barriers, a new intake in Ctiftoa Court Forebay,
increased diversions, increased pumping, and dredging) ;viii be consistent ’,vitN the CALFED
alternatives.

Page 42, Last ~. aragtaph, Sentence l: Regarding the discussion on restoring the interface, etc.
clarify ,,’,’hat level restoration eft’otis ;rill attempt to achieve. For example, is the plan to
restore to 1906 conditions?

~ge 42, Bay-Delta Aquatic la’ood Web: Target t should be rated with three diamonds.

Page 43, Paragraph i, Sentence 3: C~onsider stating, "... damai~e r,’~e ecosvsrem..." Ecological,
health is not well der’ined and not the best choice for this statement.

+3, Tidal PeremJal Aquatic Habitat, Ratmnal~: This section should also ex.p.lain that this
habkat ;;.’ill be restored as a mosaic with testoration of tidal emergent wetland and delta
sloughs.

Page 45, De!re Sloughs, Rationale: This section should atso ~- i. ....,,:pla.n that th{~, !mbit:..tt :,,.’ill be restored
as gt mosaic with tidal perennial aquatic habitat and tidal emergent wetlm~d.

Page 46 Programmatic Action ].E: A {oomote .should he added to ~’’ " ........
as [,art of this action is included in or additive to the target for midchannel islands.

dda[ emergem ’,vetian6. {f kept. it needs ~o be modifbd to explain ~:..~ in ~;.me areas

r, poc, .,t7,t.e~,. "’ CaB:ran, Ratio,aale: The !as~ sctuence should be ;nodifh.d sinc:.
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emergent \vdiand {up to 15 5)~ ’.veukl he restored dcpCndinz on die water conveyance
alterm[tive sdected.

Page 47. Prozrammatic :\ction IE: ,-\ t’oomote should be added that in the long-term up to 75
percent of ~t~is acreage nmv b~ restored to dda[ actions when appropriate land elevations are
achieved through island acct’etion. These restored acreage totals woutd uttimately be addkive
to the tidal emergent wetland targets. Upon restoring tidz.d action, targets t’or the Central and
West Delta r:.colo.tcal Unit would be subsequently adjusted to avoid the need to restore
additional non-tidal emergent wetland above approximately 2,500 acres.

Page 48: The phrase, ’°...develop a cooperative program to..." should be added to programmatic
actions ZA and 3 A.

Page 48, Rationale: The discussioa of a tan&water interface needs to be clarified since the rationale
primarily addresses areas subject to tidal action.

Page 49, Left Cohmm, Rational.e: The fast sentence should be modi.f[ed so that it doesn’t state that,
"’most of the seasonal wetlands" should be subject to periodic flooding, instead it should state
that "significant areas or" restored seasonal wetlands."

dc.~cttbm.,, the targeted widths"Page .,.’9, R~b~r,aat ¯ ,,. :’, and Pdverh~e ’ ¯’,-,~quatm,,,,.,.~t,~.W"h; .....The soecific.q.th.ms, .....’ "                                _~
<,~: the riparian corridor xppb’ to other targets in the E)eita not just [ and 2. The ERPP sb.ouId
use 40% over 75 ket wide and 20% over 300 t:eet wide t~r the remaining targets.

Page 50, Rationale, Last sentence: 1’he plant species listed are not found in this plant community.
They. aould be dcicted or an explanation given for how rinarian woodland restoration
>:neht these plaats.

r,.,.. Sou,h L:em.’. purer: a~,.., ......_ . ;,t...:...~, and rock
b.vpas:, t.,.:. ~-;

............ ~     [?,.in ?<[az~.
;. ,
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Page 53, Rationale: Chadwick and ’v°on Gddern’s paper ~s cited here vet it ~ms more to do with
exotic introductions, There is no 1990 p~per by DFG cited in ~he ~cfcrences ~nd ~ ~’ ’
the ~99~ State W~ter R<sources Control Board hearing on ~he Ddta should be eked s~nce there
was information therein regarding ~he diversion effects on
Exh[bk #4 on white catfish would have some information on db,’crsion effects.

Page 55, Invasive Riparian at~.{l Salt ~Iarsh Plants: How realistic is it to remove 50% of these
plants? List which native riparian vegetation species have been exctudcd due to non-native
plants. Is there any evidence that non-native plants have adversely affected ecosystem
processes and functions? That which is currently riparian habkat ~n the Delta is largely the
product of human constructs. Due to this, what is the context of "native" when the riparian
morphometry and habitat are so altered from the natural state? Addkionally, stands of
eucalyptus trees are used by heron and egrets for rookeries and bamboo provides habitat for
resident fishes.

Page ,g6 Predation and Competitions: A rating of one diamond for the target of reducing predation
losses in Clifton Court Forebay is too low. [t should be rated three diamonds. Tt’~e target
lacks quantification of the reduction being sought. We recommend that the target specify 75 to
90 percent. We also recommend an additional target and actions that address reducing
channel predation around humaa~ structures.

Page 86, Right Colmrm, Radom:{e: "[he last sentence does r;ot adequately characterize how some
water conveyance alternatives could eliminate the need to pursue act{ons related to predation
control in Clifton Court Forebav. ,.’,dditioe, a[ language should be added.

Page ~8, Delta Smelt: A.dd "’state" after "’b,’" in the second line.

Pa~e 60, Spat.trail, ParagrapI: 3: ;The r~c~.’~f .:,.;r d.o’.vs to carL,, splkta~! iaD2e and ju,.eniles
,to,vn~.;tream has vet to be demonstrated as n~’eded or important.

Pag,, 60, r ~,r .’" ’ ..,.,,, .., .~o cenet:.~ spiit’.aii.~ ~ .....~:)P.m,.~:, ~.{ati,)~l...;’~t: i<.~.~;o:.’.:io.~ flood [;,~a]n p~c_..CCSs~: ’- ’~ :

Page 88-62: Tar.:_,cts for amtat:.c spec!::s -:b, ou!d be rated with [’,.,.:ee diamor[ds not one or two.
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age 54, ~Vcstertl Spadefoot and C’,HiI’ornia

Red-legged k tog: The rationale ~ccdon should iuclude ret’erence :o using proper water
management techniques in the canats, side channels, backtlow pools. :~:,c’, pond’.: :o discourage
establishment o f predatory ......,pccttgs such as bullfl’ogs and non-native

Page 67, Greater Sandhill Crane, P:’ogrammatie Action: ,:vJ, d seasonal wetland :o r.he habitats to be
restored.

Page 7!, Ret’erences: Some references in this vision are not cited in this section previously and
should be,

Page 76, Right Column, Paragraph One: Comments made ,n tl~is same section in the Delta Zone
apply here as well.

Page 77, Column 2, Paragraph 2: It is unclear what nondda!-perenniai aquatic habitat is and how
some of the attributes assigned to it are achieved. Clari~ this type of habitat and its attributes.
The discussion concerning lakes and ponds behind levees on reclaimed islands is inaccurate.
DFG is unaware of such t’eatur~s withic, the North Bay. The discussion indicates that such
ieattues suppnrt race and declining speci..:s, some oF which :,re listed as t~reatened or
endangered by d~e State or Feder:,.[ government: if this is vrt~e, these species should be
klentigied since we are unaware of listed species vv tilth would use sttch habitats. It appears
vhi~ paragraph con0a.~cs p~mds and lakes with seasonat periods which occur on these tands and
may be an instance ,.vherc a habita~ geature which may be found in the Deha has been assumed
to occur in the Suisua/North Bay Zone.
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pond wa~er. These ",~ othmds, while provMing i~ahitat for ,vat~rfowi, shorebirds, and other
wildlife species, ~ ouM not hc considered fish habitats because of their inaccessibility and
seasonal characteristics.

Page 78, Column 2, Paragraph 3: Levee ,:onstruction is identified as resulting in the loss of
riparian, wetland, and shallow water habitat in ~he North Bay. This is a con~using statement
which seems more appropriate in a discussion of ~he Delta. In the SuisuwNorth Bay Zone
levee construction has resulted m a reduction in 0dal marsh and shalIow-xvater habitats and
expansion of managed and s~asona[ wettands in the reclaimed area. Riparian habitats in this
zone are found tdo~lg the tributary streams a[ the upper reaches of the tides. Riparian habitat is
no~ generally l)und in areas subjec~ to reclamation by levee construction clue to high saliniw.

Page 78, Colun:m 2, Paragraph 4: Dredging and disposal of dredged material has led to the loss and
degradation of aquatic habitats and vegetated berm islands. This again seems to be a
discussion more associated with the Delta. Dredging in the zone has resulted, in direct loss of
tidal wetlands, mudt’!.ats, and sloughs and the filling of seasonaI wetlands behind dikes. It is
unknown what is meant by berm is!ands since these do not appear to be a habitat feature of the
zone.

Page 79, Colanm i, Pacagral-;h S: D~[m srneit are listed bv both the state and federal governments
as threatened.

Page 81, [.eft Column, Paragraph 5: The Suisun song sparrow is found onty in the Suisun Bay.
"[’his subspecies does not occur in the North Bay. The North Bay is populated by cl,.e San
Pablo song spar’row, a separate subspecies which is a species of special concern.

Page 81, ~-~.ight C{~{u,.n,u Paragraph I: The name of the bridge in the fourd,, line shoutd ’::~e provided.

as it is believed that the gates have the ab{tity ~o operate from Scpte:~b%( through ~av.
September operations have occurred in the past and discus>icns are underwav regarding

"},-b~~. tll:at.it;;’i~} ,:~’ ~he :s~;;::h~’t n aie,~ is t~.’:av[a.r:ds ’ahich ....:,s.,~:,[,,:b ’ :~.... .....~, t<igtt " ’ tv~::t~.h. "". .......... ....-*’,q"~.),
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most of the Bavlands have been reclaimed for salt or aedcultural production. A network of
sloughs fringed bv saline emergent marsh is also present. T[~e s[ottghs [~ave become silted as a
result oi:" lost tidal prism. ’[’?te Bay!ands are surrounded by uplands composed primarily of
grasslands which are rapidly being converted to urban and agricultural ~’vineyard) uses. [rt th.e
north, natural upper river wat¢;’shed habka~s [ncIude grasslands, oak savanna, oak woodlan~ds.
mixed contger, and chaparral. Vineyards are the predominant land use [n ~e upper watershed.
E×tens[ve urban development along ~he river is associated wi.th the cities o~" Napa and Valle]o.
Stream and riparian habitats have been reduced by agricultural and urban development and
r!ood control measures.                                                      ~
iNote: Vernal pools and other seasonal ,vetlands characteristically found in the upper
watershed have been almost entirely eliminated i~. the Napa River Ecological Zone. This is
~l.so true for oak savanna. These habitats were on the valley floor which has been largely
converted to vineyards.)

Sonorna Creek Ecoiogica! Unit:
Beginning with the second sentence, we suggest the following:
f!xe main habitat types of tlxe southern portion o[" the unk are the Baytands, composed of t~dai
sloughs with narrow fringing marshes, some diked managed ,,vetl~ds, diked t~rm lands,
mostly oat and hay. and surrounding uplands characterized by grasslands, vernal pools, and
oak woodlands quickly being converted to vineyards. "Fida[ marshes and channels are reduced
as a result o~" reclanmtion. Seasonal wetlands develop ~uring the rainy season on reclaimed
agricultural tatters. Urban development along the upper river is :~sociated wit[~ the city
Sottoma. Vineyards are the predominant land use in the upper watershed part[cuIarly on ~e
valley floor. The motmmir~s of the watershed are characterized by oak woodlands, chaparral,
a~<l mixed conifer habitats.
{ Note: As [rt the Napa Unit much oF the vernal pool, seasonal wedand and oak savanna habitat
found on ti~e ’/ailev floor and at the fooc o[ ~he hills has been eiim~ed gm a result of
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[t is questionable whether the salinity is stratified most o~" the year or not. This might be the
case under high outtlow conditions, but is not the condition in dry periods/years. The mixing
zone woutd be upstream of San Pablo Bay in dry years.

Page 82, Vision for the Ecological Zone: Stcelhead were historically present in the Napa River,
Sonoma Creek, and Petaluma River Ecological Units, and are sti’d found ia most of these
streams. Steelhead shoutd be included in the Vision for these ecotogical units. The major
factor limiting steethead popuIations in these streams is agricultural deve!opment (water
diversion, barriers due to diversion dams, high temperature and other water qua[iV impacts
t’rom run-o ft:).

Page o.~, Left Cohmm, P,ragrapa 5, Sentence !: This paragraph should be changed to accurately
reflect the Suistm Ecological. Workgroup’s (SEW) purpose. The State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) task to SEW is, in part, to identit-:y specific measures to irr, plement
the Suistu~. Marsh narrative objective, evaluate the water quality objectives for the Marsh, axed
identify, and analyze specific public interest vatues and water quality needs to preserve and
protect the Suisun Mars,.h. Ecosystem. Currentiy, SEW is not addressing what types of
wedands should be restored. C.ALFED may want to contact a SEW representative and
reassess this paragraph.                                                      .~

Page 83 Left Column, Last ~ ’ ’ ’’ ", paragraph. Change "North Delta" to "Yolo Basin.

Page ’:33, Right Column, Paragraph One: Change "[EP’s Suisun Ecological Workshop" to "Suisun
Ecological. Workgroup’.

,3.:~y and M.arsh Ecological Unit, Sentence I: Management practices maintainage 8o, Suisun ~ ~
relativety ffc:~.h water in the Mars~ fur effective leaching *",_ managed lands. CALFED sl#dEId

bracK,~t, nature ofevaluate if a mrogressively fresher marsh is actuaitv restor~a~ the i~istoricat    ’ ’-~     =
Suisua Marsh.                                                ~’

, ,,.~; ......L’~ai.~a Ecological Unit, ~"’; ;-’~* -"...... . .~..~,s~ ......~ habRats:~a~ .....tidal             ,,~.~s,~..,<~~,~-~ o~. this acea are
;imked ~.’ize and habitat quaUty due co past reclamation. Remaining tidat marshes are tipear
,,vith tittte charmer devetopmeat. The target stoughs have ~:"
g:cism. This same comment appties to :he Sonoma and P:taturaa

..’ , ~’ - ,.. ", .... " aabw_,t in thisrr m ouestionable wb.eme.~ it w;tl be DossibIe ~o c.,a~e larme areas or rimaffam " "-
zone, which is a sta~ed,_:zeal.. Due to s~.Ih.’A~s",,-,,,-~’ in dda[ area,                 riparian
h:tbita;s ;:re restricted~,,", ~r~bLt~tcy :,~re,.una’ " to tt;c oar. C.~r~,ttn[}..                        ~,..1.~,1~ ....,~, ......mcn~" of ct~)artau
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habmtt aton~ the Na[m r, .~_ ,,,t~ cr and other streams and their tributaries, would be highly desirable
ior enhancemem or" habitat for s~edhead, ireshwamr shrimp, and neotropical migrants.

Sonoma Creek Ecotogical Unit: "’Leveed, managed marshkmd..." should be changed to,
"’fleveed, historic marshlands..." Restoration of existing managed rnarshlands may not be
desirable as these lands suppor~ significan~ numbers of shorebirds arid waterfowl. To achieve
this objective, acquisition and restoration of o~her diked Bay!ands may be required.

Page 85, Saline Emergent Wetlands: Add "’tidal" ~o ~his habitat vision.                         ...

Page 86, Riparian and Shaded Riverine Aquatic I-!abitat: This habitat type is found atong stream
tributaries to the bays and wetlands in ~he Suisun/North Bay Zone. This habitat would not be
expected along sloughs, marshes, and bay shorelines in this zone. Such areas would be
characterized by emergent marsh.

Page 86, Paragraph 4, Sentence 1 & 2: This paragraph does not describe a vision for the reducing
the introduction of non-native species. Should the statement "Furrher changes can be e,r.pected
if balhzsr ~varer releases into the Bay are no~ restricted." be interpreted as CALFED advocates
baltast water release restrictions to reduce the inflnx of exotic species’?

88, Suisan Song S,’.)arrow:, This subspecies does.i~ot occur !n [he Nor.’h Bav.~ [t ,.,gould be more
appropriate to discuss the San Pablo song sparrow which is the North. Bay version of the
Suisun song sparrow.

Page 88, Paragraph 1.1, Sentence I: The title mentions Lange’s Miemlmark But[err]7, however, the
vision does t~ot.

¯ ’.~9, "~ "’ Coiunm, Paragraph.,’..em~nc,.’~ ......,~" .                          "One o[ the majorThe second fine should ~av.
ecosys:em processes...". Restored Delta c~mn.ae[ hydrautics and aquatic gocdweb processes
a~e aiso ma]o: ecosystem processes ma~ must be restored in order to achieve CAL~.~ s
objectives.

.... Cont~a Costa.t-age ?,9, Let[ .:. Dek:~e rereren::es to ~i~e South, D ....., and
purnpir g :2) in n~:s. "~ ’
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Pageo~,,’m integration with Other Restoration Proarams:.. This section should include the Verna[{s
Adaptive Management Program (VAMP’}. VAMP’s ff:unework agreement defines flows down
the San Joaquin River and a 1.2 year monitoring program. CALFED should include this
program in this section. Additionally, this section should aIso include the San Francisco Bay
Joint Venture, Native fish Recovery Plan, Deita Wildlife Habitat and Protection Plan, and the
Winter-run Recovery Plan.

Page 90. Delta Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Plan: Tt~is section should be moved to
the Delta zone.

Page 93, Natural Floodplain and Flood Processes and Bay-Delta Aquatic Foodweb: T~gets for
both processes should be given t~ree diamonds instead of one.

Target 1: This target is ambiguous since flood plain is not well defined. Does this apply 0nly
to nontidal lands where streams overtop their banks or does it include tidal situations? ~f it
deals only with nontidal settings, it may be a realistic objective, if tidal lands are included,
this objective should be increased substantially.

age 93, Tidal Perennia! Aquatic Habitat, Programnmtic Action IB: This action rails [’or the
acquisition and restoration of J.,000 acres of shallow water habitat in the San Pablo Bay
Ecological Unit. [t is not believed possible to achieve this objective in the San Pablo Unit.
This unit is characterized by open bay and interdda! fiats. As depicted in Figure 7 and
described in the text, no lands are available to acquire or restore ~’or this purpose.

Development of shallow water l~abitats in the North Bay wilt[ require large-scale tidal    ~
restoration to expand and maintain third through fifti~ order slough channels. Larger sloughs
provided the shallow water habitat which existed under historic conditions in the North Bay.
Acquh’ing and restoring diked subsided lands will create shallow water habitats in the short-
term. Sedimentation will occur over the long term and the area ,,’,.ill develop inr.o a saline
erect.gent marsh. This objective wiI[ ordv be ach{evable inthe Napa River, Sonoma Creek,
and Petatuma Rivet" units.

Page .04, No~.tidat Perermiat Aquatic Habitat: Tlw. implementation oi.’..jec:i:.e indicates this is an
imporm.ut objective ior the Delta. -[’he text .~.ouM be .modified ~o make this an objective for
~he Suisua!Nord,~ Bay if that is the intent.

Target l. De",’e!op 5(10 acres o[ deeper, op<.-n water habitat. Tb.is target indica~.~s that it w-0uld
provide i:abitat l:br associate resident fish species. It. is uncIear to us ",’,’hat resident fish species
would b,:me~’it i~, the ,:, .usua., :~,.),:th Bay "r ....," g.ince ~,e :q:,ecies of concern are al.1 associated
with ti(iat oc stream habitats irt this Zone.
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Progr.amnatic Actions IA and I.B, call for acquisition and de;.’ei.opment of such habitat in 100-
and 200-acre patches iu the Suisun. Sonoma, and Petatuma units. [t is unc!.ear why such
habitat is not identified for the Napa unit. In addition, dam collected for canvasbacks in the
North Bay by the USGS indicates that such habitat may need to be a minimum of 200 hectar~es,
approximately 400 acres, to provide a suitable habitat for that species. Such habitat in the
North Bay is provided by the lower Napa River. some salt ponds, and tidaI lagoons.

Tidal Sloughs, Imptementadort Objective: Freshwater should be .removed from the first
sentence. Within the Suisun/North Bay Zone tidally influenced emergent wedand, mud flats
are predominatety saline or brackish. Additionally, seasonal flood plain in t~e sense or" a
riverine system is not present.

Page 94, Nontidal Perennial Aqnatic Eabitat: The implementation objective indicates this is an
important objective for the De!.ta. The text should be modified to make this an objective
the Suisun/North Bay i~" that is the intent.

Target 1. Develop 500 acres of deeper, open water habitat. This target indicates that it would
provide habitat for associate resident fish. species. [t is unclear to us what resident fish species
would benefit in the SuisuniNorth Bay Zone since the species of concern are all associated
with tidal or stream habitats in t:his Zone. AdditionaIIy, this target should receive three _.
diamonds.

Programmatic Actions ].A and IB, call for acquisition and development of such habitat it~ 1.00-
and 200--acre patches irt the Suisun, $onoma, and Petaluma units. [t is unclear why such ~
habitat is not identified t’or the Napa unit. [n addition, data collected for canvasbacks in the
North Bay by the USGS indicates that such habitat may need to be a minimum of 200 hectares,
approximately 400 acres, to provide a suitable.habitat for that species. Such habitat in the
North Bay is provided bv the Iower Napa River, some salt ponds, and rid.at lagoons.

t ~da[ &ou.~,,as, implementation objective F,:esh:vater should be removed from the first
sentence, rn d~e Suisun/North Bay Zone tidalIy influenced emergent w~tand a~:e primari@

~ s " a..~e ~3g a rtverme swtcm is notsaline or brackish...)eaonal flood plain a~ <he ,’e. -~ " " , " . -~-= .

Target t.: P,e,’;to’:~_, siougb habita~ I-’or fish and assccia~ed wUdlif¢ .~pecies. We do not believe
that t,~ cau be met in the t, ata Pab[o unito,xc,; ,,,,e.~ its current habitat contposition. ;:~ ’ ~
previously 7~is unit "" .....be deleted from tt:e mr’get. This j " " ’ ’ ". oo=e~.,~.,..,~ will require s~gmflcaat
[ida[ restoration i~ :t~e ide.~tified unks to .... tac~att at:r], maintain the Ca.cget amo~nts of the
~mbitat. This may require a subs:anda!, re,-ducdoa ia dd<e we0ands ~o achieve, FarticulartKi5
dr,.: Suisu.n uniL
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Page 94, Tidal Slough: Add the ~o![owing to the: rationale: These sloughs can also provide loafing
sites for waterfowI, particularly diving ducks in the North Bay.

Page 95, Paragraph I.. Target 1., Sentence 1: CALFED is going to restore and manage 3,000 acres
of additional seasonat wetlands within Suisun Bay and San PabIo Bay. Some restoration lands
within Suisun Bay shouldprovide fish and wildlife habitat that support non-consumptive uses.

Target !.: Restore slough habitat for fish and associated wildlife species. We do not believe
that this can be met in the San Pablo unit given its current habitat composition discussed
previously. This unit should be deleted from the target. This objective will require significant
~idaI restoration in the identified units to establish and maintain the target amounts of the
habitat. This may require a substantia!, reduction in diked wetlands to achieve, particularly tn
the Suisun unit.

Page 96, Left Column, Programmatic Action Plan 1A: Jepson Prairie is in the Yolo Basin. Zone.

Page 97, Perenniai Grasslands, Rationale:. The rationale needs to be modified so it does not leave
the impression that perennial grassland is escape cover for Suisun song sparrows.

Page 98, Column t, Programmatic Action tar "...consolidate screen or eliminare diversion onto
. ~u,,’ct stop.s in either the Northma~zage a~.r’icaltural la~~ds..." There are no known agricultural ’" --." " :

Bay or Suisun Marsh. Agriculture water controls are for draining lands behind the levees.

Page 98, Programmatic Action 1C: Delete this action since it is not relevan.t to this zone.

Page 99, Target 2: "[’his target and related actions are not relevant to this implementation objective.
A separate implementation objective feinted to. invasive aquatic organisms needs to be added
back into this zone.

Page 100, Paragraph " ~’ ~ .. A,.~t~. t~ tA seem contractictory at first~ c,: 3: [’ar~et 1. and Pro~raramatic ~’~:-~
glance, it might be appropriate to ciarifl,.’ that [imited studies have shown two 3,ear old striped
bass [~ave less o.~" an impact o’a anadcomous an,.:l estuarine fish it’,an one ’:;eat old striped bass.

Page 104, Striped Bass: March :~a May as a period for increase in Delta inflow and ott~flow has not
been tt~e peri.~d identifi,ed bv DFG as the period of most imoort for striped bass young
prodt~.ctioa. DFG has ideatigied April to ~uiv as the ~.~ost relevant ~e~:iod when spawning and
transport of ’:" "~ .......... " .......,ts.~ to me t~.ra,.t~ areas occurs. However, flows during o~- periods are also
likely to be impormrtt.
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Page 108, Ca!_it’ornia Clapper Rail: The target for this species shouh.[ be cilanged to focus on
development of adequate habitat for :he species and esmbI~shmen~ of secure, ~arge populations.

_ . ~,~m a high densit~ of tidalThis species requires [m_~, well developed tidal marshes, marshes ""’~
channels, to sasmin populations ~hat could achieve ~he desired objective. Such resmrado~
s~ould be done adjacent {o upland habkats ~vhcre possible. To achieve ~his objective, the
target acreages of saline emergent wedands identified %r ~he PetaIuma, Sonoma, and Napa
units should be increased. This would also argue for the inclusion of" {he N[arin shoreline
wk~in the Zone as noted previously. We anticipate {ha~ {he San Krancisco Bay Area Regional
Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Projec: along with ~ke Tidal Marsh Species Recovery PI~
currently in preparation will provide guklance o~ measures to achieve {he objectives %r {his
species.

Suisun Song Sparrow

Programmatic Action !:\: DFG is concerned how this could feasibly be accomplished without
setting back existing levees. This objective may be better satisfied by focusing on restoration
of saline emergent wetlands restoratiom More recent population estimates for this species are
available and should be used in the species description. Marshal!, J’.T. and K.G. Dedrick,
!,994. Endemic Song Sparrows and. Yetlowthcoats o[ San Francisco Bay. Pg. 316-327 in
N.K. ,l’ohr~soa & I..l’eh[ (Eds.),,A Century of Avifaunal Change in Western North America.
Studies in Avian Biology !5. Research in press by the Point Keyes Bird Observatory.

Add a target that reads: Restore sufficient tidal emergent wetland to expand the number
~,.no vn nesting territories in the Suisun Marsh unit by 200 percent.

Page 109, Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse: Programmatic Action tA: Reintroduction of the species is
questionable since most known suitable habitats tn the Zone a~:e occupied. Certainly the target
could not be echi.eved by [he ~roposed. ac~ioru It is recommended that                                   ~,,.c~,~" progra[~adc act{on
be changed to focus on the restoration to high tidM marsh habitants in ~rcx~mity to uplands.
This could be achieved [n coiljunctiot~ with the objectives rbr saline eme~gent marsh.

’ "The m~t{cattons o~ re~tor;na 5,000 zo 7,9C0 acres ,.~ saline cmerzent ~. Ldancls in ~he Suisun

mouse habha~.

The benefit of emerge:~t we,qa?,d,~ to shorebirds is quest:,onable unIe:~s water management

tlr!tes, ’ ~" .... ’ : ", ai,’ing Seasonai ,-"’" ~-’- , ...... , .....paa~cu, v" ,~: ,..,c ,,c~ta,,v,., with apotoprie~: ,n:a,ag~,~,~t should be
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an objective for d~is species group. :\ddidonal[y, e[thancement of tidal perennial aquatic
habitats cat be expected to it~crease ~he amoua~ o~" mudflat avadaob: for skorebirds.

Waterfowl

It should be identified that managed marshes, especially the privately-owned duck clubs,
provide the majority of waterfowl habitat. Prog.r~mmaJc action should include a recognition
of ~he privateIy-owned wedands and seek :o encourage ~heir management to maximize benefit
[o waterfowl and other species that uti!.ize dnese managed wedands.

Page 116, Cohmm 2, Paragraph 4: Increasing flows in early spring also assists in successful
migration o g sa!,raon and stee!.head juveni!,es.

Page !1.7, Cohmm~, "~, Paragraph 1.:
The ACID problem affecting downstream migration of salmon and steelhead has been.
remedied. Because ~he dam is seasonally impairs upstream migration.

_ age 116, Paragraph 3: The last sentence refers to California hibiscus. Ca[il-’omia hibiscus is now Rose
mallow.

Page 1.201 Vision for the gco!ogiea! Zone: It would be appropdar.e to include a paragraph re!,ative ~o
sturgeon, such as is included on page 240 for the Feather River. The mairistem Sacramento
River above Verona may be the taost important sturgeon spawning and rearing habita~ in the
Central VaUey, particularly in view of the recent information regarding green sturgeon spawning
ia the river above Hamilton City.                                                     .

Page ..~9, Paragraph !: The statement is made "On occasion. ~sa deaths (inc[ud.ing salmon) have been
documented in the uoper. Sacramenlo River as a result ot’IMN~                                      waste.’" Valious repo~s,
including due recen~ Ikigadon have ret~renced "’fish deaths". Akhough deaths may no~ be _
docm~et~ed, it certainly has been documented that toxicky levels have b~’en exceeded.

!.-ti, Rationale: 7he las~ v.vo ~..~mm ~,.s di;cuss ’ Au~rae~maott ~roducLc~ of !d!-ru.n chb.ook
~ " " ’ " " .......... ~m~e. P ~i~-h~ be aport.prince ~o au~,~.s~ :he need [br somesalmon ....despttc its new, reLy ....~- ~ . ~ ~. ~ level

oftbcused research to evama~e this. ~ ....- ’ "’x<c~t returns to CNrH of t~l[-t~m chinook, seem. [o
indicate that the hatckeP/is heavii7 suppotti~g the entire fall-run pop~fiation partictdar[y in Bat~!e
Cre~k, at! ofwkich ’vsre orobab[v f~om C’N~g The estimate tbr the -~s’ ~~,_~ O[ [}le Sacramento "
River above RBDD, excluding Batde C.reek. was on!v 40,000 fish, w~ich may a!so have been
heavily impac~,_a . , .... ~{ 9,od.~c~ton. h wo~id~~,~’~.,.~ be a m~sr~omer to st~cst._ .. a keahhy
nt m,m ,.a[b d,. popal’.~don ;a dm .,p~ ..... ~ "" ,~,’~ River       some
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a,~o,,, ,,~’- 146, Rationale: Spring-run chinook salmon are curren[Iv classiHcd as a "’Candidate Species"

trod.or tb.e C~lit’omia Endangered Species Act.

The statement is made "’The status of spring-run chinook salmon in the mainstem Sacramento
P,,.ivcr is not kno~vn." There is general belief based upon ongoing investigations, tha~ spring-ran
in the mainstem have been heavily intro~essed with fall-run, it might be more appropriate to
state "The status of spring-run chinook salmon in ~he mainstem Sacramento River is Lmcerl:ain,
however evidence suggests ~hat fl~ere may be significant in~ro~ression with [’alI-mn chinook
salmon".

Page 153, Co!unto 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 2: Spring Creek should be called Clear Creek when
referri.ng to the creek below Wh[skeytow-a Dam.

Page 153, Column 2, Last Paragraph, Last Sentence: This sentence is not accurate, therefore, it
should be replaced wit.h the following: Over the ias~ five .,,’ears gravel operaors have halted r.be
pracdce of instream mining. During ~his same period gravels were distributed to ~ite spawning
area from tributary s~ream sources, stream meander, and artificially in~roduced graveI
stockpiles. At ~his rime there are two completed gravel injection projects and one in progress.

Page !54, Column 1, Paragraph 3, S,entence t: The abundance o~" t~alI-run chinook spawners (the
apparent subjec~ of ~his sen:ence) in Clear Creek has increased during ~he last two years when
the fall flows have beta increased by a factor of tt~ree. Du.ring dais interim flow increase, tke
spawning population estimates have been between 7,000 and 9,000 represeming 5 % to 8 %-of
dae upper Sacramento River salmon population.

Page !54, Colu,qm 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence !: The Department does not manage Clear Creek for
spring-run chinook salmon a~ ~his time. ~kil ~he spring-run habim~ is upstream of
McCormick S~z~. Dam which is a barrierd~a~ caused d~em

’ ., ac.u!~ will nt,~ beSpring-run canao~ be reestablished until it is ~own ~h,~.t me retu.rain~
biocked from r.he cold water habi.ta~ above ~he dam.

and October a: 131 cfs wkh a maximum a. g ,.      ~:.

sttmmec a;.~:ra~e 40 cgs and less than [ cis ch:,-;n~,-~xtr- .~,~ drot:~h~

~r,"..,. U ,_ "e!t tq.!~ ft._.,.t,’~; is St;if,.. occ:.;rr i n,..~.., in Co,.,.,
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the passage of the Shasta County grave[ mining ordinance. There has riot been any instream
grave!, minhtg operation in Cow Creek t’or at feast t2 ’,.’ears and possibly longer.

Page 156, Coh,.mn 1., Last Paragraph, Sentence [: The judgement regarding the water demands
and stre’-oxnflow needs is premature should be removed. Akb.ough the runoff in .this stream is
smatL so too is the surrounding agricu!,turat rand as there is !,ittle va[!,ey [and in the watershed.

Page 157, Column t, Paragraph 4, Last Sentence: The statement that PG&E diverts up r,o 98~:of
the flow is somexvhat misleading because the diversions fire too smal!, to divert this much
during the wet season and dines of higher reteases in t~e 1.5 mite section, i.t is suggested that
the following statement be substituted: "’PG&E operates a series of small run-of-the-river
hydroe!,ectric diversions that divert up to 98 % of the stre~%m’s baseflow and a much smat!,er
portion of the wet season flow. Under an interim agreement the required minimum fishery
re!,eases to the creek are increased by a factor of t0 at three diversions in a 1.7 mi!,e section of
the creek system.

Page 157, Column 1, Last Paragraph, Sentence 1: The reservoirs mentioned here should be
described as sma!,!, reservoirs.

Page 1.58, Paragraph 6: Winter-run chinook ate a {’ederatly !,isted "’Endangered Species", not a -
"’Threatened Species" as stated.                                                    ~

Page 158, Column t, Paragraph 3, Sentence i: The mentioning of conflict in this sentence [eaves
open the resolution question ma~ing the situation sound negative. Ik is recommended that the
following sentence be substituted: Restoring the remnant populations of natural!,y spawning
satmon and stee[head located above the fish hatchery barrier dam to a heatthy status can be
done in a manner that ir~tegrates the beneficial, uses og hydropower production and aquaculture
in the watershed.

Page 15~8, Column 1., Paragraph ~., .~’irst Sentence: Anadromous fish kave t~.storica!,b tra,,’eted
above d~e hatchery during minor and major storm events each year which flood out the fish
hatchery barrier dam and whcu the fish ~adder at the barrier dam has been opened ~or ~ouc to
five mortths durittg past yc:vq.

~ .....-~.--~,;.~,h ~ Ser,_~e..nce ’" .~ hc present leverPage t .~8 Columm. ~ .......e~ ....~ .... .~ ~. ~. This proiect is beyond rundm~, m ~
[t,~ water needed

to produce ~he early ,,,e stages of saimon and s~eelhead and one:third of the water necessary to
produce juveaite fish. ~,~ ~n.~,tonm~.,,~[ documents and preliminary ffmding arrangements
~t:.~,:’ ’ bccn com~)icred t(, ~",,~,’,,,,, the construction of the remaini~_, two-thirds of the water suppty
needed ~,~’n"[ juv,o’nilc fish i?ro(h:<:den..
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Page 1.58, Cohmm 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2: The mention of anadromous fisi~ in this sentence
should be qualified. Historically s~eeihead, winter-run chinook and spring-run chinook :
passage ~vas not restricted in the watershed for purposes of managing disease risk at the
hamhery. The fall-run and tale fall-run chinook have been restricted to manage against disease
risk. Therefore the following qualification is recommended, " those races of salmon rhar
represem a significam disease risk are restricted through seasonal fish ladder closures..."

Page I.58, Column.,.’~, Paragraph 3, Last Sentence: The winter-run chinook artificial                                                                                                ,.t~ropa~ati0n
program at Coleman was stopped and is in the process of being moved to a new facility at
base of.Shasta Dam. This is scheduied to be operational by January 1998.

Page 158, Colun’m 2, Paragraph 4, Sentence 2: Winter-run restoration should simply be the
reestablishment of winter-run chinook salmon which will not require fur~t~er engineering. All -
the actions for spring-run chinook and steethead will accommodate winter-run chinook. _

Page 158, Last Paragraph, Sentence 1: The stream reaches up to Maccumber dana are not reachable
by anadromous fish because of barriers. The anadromous reach in the North Fork Battle
Creek extends up to approximately two miles above ~he North Fork Battle Feeder Dam. The
following description of spawning area is recorm-nendect: The recent (1.991) evaluation of
spawning habitat in ~he portions of Battle Creek watershed accessible to anadromous fish ~
above Coleman H.atchery Fish Barrier estimate I66,00(3 square feet of -:pawning gravel. =
Potentially mis much spawning habitat could accommodate 3,500 spawning pairs.       :

Page I.$9, Cohmm 1‘, First Paragraph, Sentet~_ce 1: The stream reaches up to MacCurnber darn are
not reachable by anadromous fish. because of barriers. Too, this paragraph might be an
appropriate place to mention other ecosystem benefits of reestablishing healthy salmon
populations iu the watershed. Specifically, there is an active bald eagle nest be!ow the
Coleman Fish Barrier Dam and at MacCumber Lake. !z is reasonable to project that the
reestablishment of salmon.population in ~i’te i,:ttervetdu~ stream reaches that pres_ntty do not
have --" ~ ’ca..~cs~ (e.~. k.ag!e Canyon). may a~!.ow new nesting territories to develcp. -[’he
relationship between bald eagles and fishery restoration has been docur~nted in the Pit River
and in :he Flathead System in Montana where as the Calkin sa!mon abundance i~ allowed_to
exa’and, the.: ,:aa~e.. of the bald ,.a:d,.-~ .~-- :,~-,s e:<pa.nded.

Fage 1 ,’.0, Pat :tgt a,r’. n .’,: Discuss{o~: " ’~’. . _ ~,t me vision for ~ne Bear Creek Eco~o~ca[ Umt
potential value fi "i ....; ,- " ’ : .... ,stud~s Chico Sta;:e,. t ,~t~:n~ ~ salmo~:,d non-t:ata~ rearing. Recent "~ ~ ;- ’ throu~.,.
Uni ,’e,rsi:5 have doc,:mepted scme levd ofnou--natai re~ing in Bear Creek.

~ag~.. 172, S,~r:,,,,-’,.. ,..,.... ~:~ a    Ch~or~( z,,ut~,,,n, RaUonale: Sk~riug--run.~     .chinook are a Califomia Candidate
Specie.:" under ~asSA.
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Page t86, Programmatic Action 1A, Rationale: Once again spring-run chinook are a "’Candidate
Species" under C KSA.

Page 191, Paragraph 5: In the discussion of restoring t"a[I-mn cb, inook to Stow Creek, giant reed
control is mentioned. Tamarix (salt cedar) should also be added to tt~.e list.

Page !93, Paragraph 5: Water temperature impacts from ~he Colusa Basin at Knights Landing are
probably not a significant problem during May and June as stated: In general, dee floodup and
maintenance precludes significant drainwater during this period. There may be significan~
thermal impacts during rice field dewatedng prior to harvest in la~e August and September,
however¯

Page 209, Paragraph 2: Discussion of’Antelope Creek salmon populations (f’all and spring-run) seem to
be [ackin.g significant substantiation. 17t might be appropriate to qualit’y the stated numbers as
bd.ng open to question.

Page 2!0, Paragraph 1: Th.e range of Mill Creek spring-run chinook from "...a maximum of 3,500 ~ish
was an estimate based upon the visual observation of 12 carcasses and 330 live salmon. [t might
be valuable in general to preface historical population numbers as estimates.

Page 211, Paragraph l: [t woukl be appropriate in this section to acknowledge that the Mill Creek
Conse~mncy recently completed a Watershed Management Strategy Report. Additionally, the
second sentence could be c[-~aaged to read :Restoring and mai~i~aining Mill Creek should involve
building upon the recen~b! completed Watershed Maaagemen~ Strategy Report with the potential.
ultimate objective a comprehensive watersh.ed management ptan".

., Paragraph 5: Discussion of the potential sustainable populations of salmon a’o.d steelhead
m the var!ous trib~.ttaries sho:z[d be qualified as ,.s~,ma~es based upor~ estimates of historical
hum b

Page. ~..:,, Paragraph l: Eliminate the sentence which reads in part "’....DFG am{[ta[ estimates of sp~ing-
’ ~ ZSmn cbitaoot< and Pacific Gas and EIectric ...". Ta~ sentence "inaccurate and seems to corm-adict

~,~e rest o~" I~.~ - ’ "’ t ....pa:agrapa.

, Paragraph 3: The s~a~cment is made that", "~ ~g~ "~ . oaos~v at seven of ~[~e dams cotad be improved
by upgrading [adders". Cun’e:~tly, ti~ree o.g ~he seven dams are oet~q.g removed as part of the _

r -~= ~vmatai. Adams, and CiordtI) D.aveWestern C,a>,~ sSphon project, apA ~htz.~ otk, ets (Dutham ~ " ’’ .
defined projects.    . to build or rebzfi[d ladders and                                             .q~h,., screens.

~g~.. 216,..~P a, .....,,~ "~’,~pt.",.~.~’. Discussion_                         or" excen:[~ ~.~" "            ~’t~,o a~e ~,r,~ ........at~ .....~ t~:" ~¢rv~ce ....should mctude d~ scus~ion
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o f an adjudication o f water rights in the non-adjudicia[ ’: ’r~:aca of Butte Creek bel.ow the Western
Canal. State Watermaster Service can orflv be implemented on aft adjudicated stream.

_, Paragraph 3: The last sentence discusses "’... purchasing existing v,.’ater rights from willing
sellers". [ would suggest subst[tutictg "’acquiring" for "’purchasing" since several recent water
rights have involved trades instead of outright purchases.

, Paragraph 4: It is generally believed that gave[ recruitment, in the upper reaches of Butte
Creek is not affected bv existing diversion dams since they are either seasonal agricultural clams
or relative low head hydropower clams which have not had major impacts on gravel, recruitment.

, Paragraph 5: Change the first sentence to read "’The Butte Creek W~itershed Conservancy
is an important...".

l~n the last part of the paragraph referring to timber harvest in the upper watershed, the discussion
shouId be revised to reflect the cun’ent situation. 1~ woutd suggest rewording as follows:
"Current timber harvest in the upper watershed is generally not a threat to salmon holding and
spawning areas. Maintaining the existing harvest and wei!.-pIanned road construction wilt
minimize any future effects."                                                    -

Paragraph 7: The first sentence which discusses passage at diversion dams should react
including Durham ~v,utua[, ~-,.dams, Go~riIi, Western Canal, McGowan. and McPherrin.

Eliminate the sentence which reads "’A more direct route to the Sacramento River further
upstream is needed." The sentence is misleading as it seems to imply something other than
improving access at the butte Slough Outfall Gates.

Page 218, Paragraph I: The las~ sentence discusses a comprehensive watershed management plan.
Re..;ognizi~ng the effc, r~s of d~e Conservancy and ti~.e recently con-tpteted Watershed
Maaagerncrtt Strategy Report, change the sentence r.o read "This could be ac;zomptished by
but!cling upon the recent!.y completed Watershed .’,,[a~,agemertt Strategy ~eport developed by
the Mill Creek \,Vaterst,,ed Conservancy."

,2aragcaph 2: Part of the vision ,.:f d~cer Creek .:ne;-tdons ~screeaing diversions’.
Curready all diversions ,~r~ De~r Creek are screened. The ias~ sentence discussedd.evciopmen~

~,,.st,~,.. b, eer Creek Conservancy effort ¯ " " " ’

s ,.vc salmon and st.,.:et head
sF~ould, be c:leaclv, iclendfied as e::tm.m.tes and ~c.’.t -at:sutures b,,.s,~,. .~~ upor~ ,’o,,~’~.,. , ,,~ ~,uap~-ti,abi.et .....
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criteria. The poputatiotl attmbers for Butte Creek are "best est,_mates .

Page 222, Target 6: Change the sentence to read "’Maintain a minimum year-round flow of 40 cfs in
Butte Creek in the reach between the Centerville Diversion Dam and the Centerville
Powerhouse". This is a minimum ~low for the reach, and one might haveconcluded ~ha~ 40
ct’s was appropriate for the entire length of Butte Creek, which is not ~rue.

Page 223, Programmatic Action 3A, 4A: Both actions discuss "reactivating" sediment transport
~ " ° 13" ~’ .... 13" ~processes. [ would sugges~ eliminating the word reac~va~t.n~ and leave ’mamtamma .

Page 22~, Target 3, 4: Targets are identified as ~’ 15 miles" along both Butte and Big Chico creeks.
Since there is no basis for the "15 miles", it would seem appropriate to eliminate that estimate.
[n ~he case of Butte Creek, tlae need couid potentially be far greater than 15 miles, and if stated
as 15 mi~es, might be interpreted by some as an absolute.

Page 230, Paragraph 2, Rationale: Spring-run chinook are a "Candidate Species" under CESA.

., Paragraph 3, Rationale: Discussion of "Declines in spring-run chinook abundance"
should incIude specific reference to Delta Diversions.

Page 232, Paragrapia 2: The [as~ part or" the paragraph discusses ~lae value of the Salter Bypass,
particularly to Bu~e Creek spri~g- and tSti-run. [t would be appropriate: to provide some
amplification that in most years, almost all populations of upper Sacramento River migratory
fish are potentially impacted by ~he Su~er Bypass. The bypass system (Tisdaie, Colusa, and
Mouimn) are configured such ~a~ a~ rivet" flows exceeding approximately 22.000 cfs,
begin ~o be diverted into the Suitor Bypass. At river flows above approximately 30,000 cfs,
all ~.ows are diver~ed Jam ~he bypass.

, Pa~’agraph -x. d~scussion of important species should include wig, for-run a:~d late-~t
fun chinook in addition to t:~c mer~tioned sprir~g- and fatt-run.

~ a~e ~04, Paragrapt~ 5: Discussion of Feather River rla~c:~er,/spri~g-cun " ~ -’- ~’

,ro.a tl~e C~VT returns. Randy B,o~,,, and
Euviroameatal Services, Sacrart~e~ttoS, i.u "Art Evaluation of tl~e meata~r River Hat,..ae~ ,, as
Mitigations. t:or Construc~i.on of tl~e Ca!igornia State a,Va~er Project’s c-, ~ ~-or, vt~.~ D&m", concluded
t~,a r~c~e was introgr’c:,sion, They stated "Abou~ 20% o~ the >,.~-~o juvenile chinook salmon
from ~m.ales ~c,..ntmec. as seri.a< ru_~ when they rerurtzed as ..... u!,a. qi~iiarlv, about oop; of
~aa..c~..    .,~t~ ,en.Ie~ fcon~ adu[~.s ideatit"ied ~:s fatl.-ru.tt adults                                                                  t..m[,,,.l_’~’ ";" g to FR!-I". A more recent
ana~.,s~s stu~ws float ia s{:,mc ,,’ears misideatificatio~s t~e.’,.’e been as high as 7~ o.

H--0021 57
H-002157



Mr. Dick Daniel
October 9, 1997
Page Thirty-one

Page 23,5, Yuba P-d.ver Ecological Unit: it should be acknowledged in this section that.the Yuba
River is the only remaining wild steelhcad fishery in the Central Vattey (.that is, it is the only
area that anglers target for wild steelhead fishing). All other streams that have wild
populations are either so low that they do not support a fishery or they are closed to angling.

Page 235, Paragraph 3: What is reference, for the statement that in the Feather River, "Resident
striped bass are found in the river ,,’ear round"?

Page 239, Paragraph 6: l’t is probably incorrect to state that "Butte Slough, which winds throughl the
Sutter Bypass between the mouth of Butte Creek at the north end of the Bypass and the Feather
River at the south end". Currently, Butte Slough is identified as the reach extending from the
Butte Slough On!fall Gates, to the north end of the Sutter Bypass. The reach withing the
Sutter Bypass is generally referred to as the East and West Barrows, or channels, and the
connection with the Sacramento River near Verona, is Sacramento Slough. l~t might be
appropriate to restate that flows begin to enter the Sutter Bypass when Sacramento river flows
exceed approximately 22,000 cfs, and all fl.ows go through the Bypass when the Sacramento
River exceeds approximately 30,000 cfs at the Tisdale Weir.

¯ age 240, Paragraph I: lt might be appropriate to add to the last sentence, which talks about
stranding in rececting flood wat.ers, the folIowing ....and respective overflow weirs (Moutton,
Colusa, and Tisdale) ¯

Page 2$3; Dams, Reservoirs, Weirs, and Other Human-made Structures: lit is recommended that
the following be added as a Progranu-natic Actioi:.:

A study should be done to determine the feasibility of removing Englebright Dam to
allow steelhead and satmon to access historical spawr,,ing and rearing habitats. _

Page 308, ~labii:at.: in order to be covsis~ent with the ;isk:ns for ~l’,e Delta :rod Suisur~ Marsh,
peret.,,nial grassland and retrial poo! i-tabimts need to be discussed.. Partic~larly as ~hev relate
to expanding the Jepson Prairie Preserve.

Page 3!.0, Species: The delta green gco~.md beetle need.,: to De di.’..:.ct’_.ssed in !_his ,:ision for the same
reasons as discussed above..

Page 357, Cep..trai Va!ley Si:rem.n Temperatures: Tke concept of managir~g temperac.tre along :he
mat~,.,,.em San Jo~cj~t[I1 Sl~cutd ":~"~ the ~7orm of "~e.~.tc,..~ exposure times, and
-’", "~ .... "    ’ cctgtb!~te tributaries. Trying to~tto~ .u co protecting bor’a spawning at:;.~ nursery habitats ~n the ...."
ran!!age a’iht~:.arv ce~.ervoira to n:eec te~}~c, erar:~re oiojecti.ves on the mainstem shouid on[v be
doric once nt:rsecy/sb’:..~,vmng I.,.’~;
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Page 360, San Joaquin River EcologicaI Zone: Steelhead need to be included in the Vision for the
Ecological Zone and the Species Vision. The lower San Joaquin River is an impor:ant
migratory corridor for steeIhead populations of the Stanislaus River and possibly other
tributaries (see below).                                                          _

Page 367, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Steethead: We do not agree with the statement that, "’The
presence of a distinct anadromous run of steelhead on the lower Stanislaus River has not been
confirmed." The Department has gone on record stating that a self-sustaining steelhead
population is extant ia the Stanislaus River (Department of Fish and Game t997. Letter from
Jacqueline Schafer to Garfft Griffen dated 1/6/97 [DFG Comments on the Proposed Rule ~o list
wes~ coast steelheacl under the Endangered Species Act]. DFG 1997). Ftirther, the above
statement is contradicted by the succeeding statements that, ’~... every year a small numbe~ of -
juvenile rainbow trout are caught in rotary screw traps at the mouth of the river. These fish
show signs of smoking andappear to be migrating out of ~he system." What further evidence
is needed that a namratl.y-spawning steelhead population exists other than the presence over
consecutive years of juvenile rainbow trout that have obvious smolt characteristics and are
actively emigrating? This is a better indicator of a se!f-sustaining population than the presence
of adult spawning steelhead as the adults could be strays or their spawning could be
unsuccessful.               ,

The statements that, "’A small, number of steelhead smo[ts are also caught each year in the
trawl surveys at Mossdate ... it is unknown if they tl~ese fish are ...resident rainbow trout or
strays from an.other basim" does not make sense. Rainbow trout that exhibit smolt
characteristics and are actively migrating are steethead and cannot be reside~zts by definition;
anal juvenile steelhead do not stray between basins.

Most of the fish capture,:t at the rotary screw traps did not just show sig~zs ofsmolging but were
obvious smotts. These traps were oc~eratcd by personnel from S.P. C~amec and Associateg and
they assign a smol~ inde.v value from t to 3 r~r art salmon and steelheada~aptu~ed witt~ ~ being
an obvious parr and 3 being an obvious smolt. Most of t~e juvenile steelhead captured were
assi~med a value o~" 3

Other evidence that a s[eeihead popuiation is e:,.:tant in the Stanistaus River includes:     -

(juw’niie out-migrants) since 1988.

o At~,g!ers in the Oakdale area reoort occasional steeihead t’rom two to 10 pounds
acd tree! census int\~rmarion obtained by .~he Depactatent do~:m~,~ent3 the catc[t
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of rainbow trout greater than !0 inches (DFG data).

Examination of limited scale samples from these target trout by Department
bioiogists snow an accelerated growth period typical or" estuary or ocean
residence.

¯ An illegalty harvested 28-inch steelhead was confiscated by Fish and Game
Wardens in 1995.

The presence of smoiting juveniles and the above statements provide eample evidence that a
setf-sustainirtg steelhead population exists in the Stanislaus River. Further, adequate habitat
conditions, primarily flows and water temperatures, exist year-round below Goodwin Dam to
support a steelhead population, hence the Stanislaus River represents the greatest potential for -
steelhead recovery in the San Joaquin River system. Restoration of flows in the Tuolumne
River due to the Settlement Agreement may also provide adequate flows and temperatures for
steelhead, and restoring steelhead populations to this system should not be overlooked.
light of all this, the Vision for the East San .l’oaquin Basin Ecological Zone needs to be revised
to include recovery and restoration of steethead populations.

Page-4Ol, Colump.. 2, Paragraph 2, S.entenee 6: Sentence five states that improvements can be
expanded by providing adequate high quality water to seasonaI wetlands; sentence six states
that watec supplies coukt be increased by eUminating diversions to wetlands. These senteuces
are contradictory. Does changing ~{,e last word in sentence six from wetiands to agriculnzral
fields convey what was meanC?

Page 402, Colun~n 1, Paragraph 3, Central Valley Streamfiow: Change this sentence to read;
Where possible, natural stream flows ,,vill be protected, ertha~zced, and restored to support
r~parian habitat and [mpc,:tartt species.

~ ~ uontarmuants: :..ud ’and wildlUe after t~sn.Pa~e -,,,o, Para~*ra~q~ a, Sentence.,

Pr:~,.e 403, Column 1, Paragrap~t 4,. :’;eotcooieal Mig:cant ~irds: Replace t[~e sentence w~th:

kabira;s rka~ cot~rain a greag di~,ersiU in cot~Lposiaio:z, de~~sigc, cgnd mak.z.-tg; ~vi;; be~efi: d,e
recove,y c~ !~sred tzeo~rcLoicaI mi.waiz~:s such e~s rile ve~to~v-biL’M c~zc~oo a; u’e~l c:s’ aid in the.
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species such as the bullfrog will also be carried ouc, where twcessar?.;, r.o benefit dze recovery
as well.

page 403, Column 1, Paragraph 5, Waterfowl: Replace the sentence with: Prorecrion, restoration.
and et~hancemem of wedmzd complexes and beneficial agricultural habitats with adjacent
upland habitats will improve waterfowl use.                                       :

Page 403, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 3: Change it ~o read: Agricukurat management plans
that are more friendly to witdlife should be developed, because studies have shown...extended
periods of dine.

Page 403, Cohnnn 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4: Change it to read: Such pracdces, programs and
efforts can restore large blocks o15 land for retatively long periods of time whiie enhancing crop’
production and...

Page 403, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 5: Change it to read: Incentives should be devetoped
to encourage landowners to maintain at least ten percent of their land as fallow or non-
agriculcure.

P,~,e 405, Colum,a 2, Paragraph 5, P.t’ogran~naticAction 1C: Change it to react: Reduce or
etiminate gravel mining and stream bed altering ~rom active stream chanaets.

Page 405, Column 2, Paragraph 7, Sentence 1, Implementatim~ Objective: Replace the word
Delta (in the middte and end of t~e sentence) with West San Joaquia Basin.

Page 406, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Programmatic Action tA: Change it to read: Manage existing
wetlands so rhar r.hey m:dnrain 40 percent open. wa~er co 60 percent vegetation.

Page 406. Coh~mn 1. ’ ’ ~,’"    "t aras~aph z, Impiementatioa Objective: Cha~e it ~o read, The
implemet~tadoa objective for fres~ wa~er emergent weda.ad habita~ is to~acrease its ~out~t by
pro~ec~iW exisdng and restoring additional fresh emec~em wetlan& i~z the West San Joaquin
Basin to ~rovMe ~, " . " "

406, .’~olumn !, Paragraph. 4, Target !: Add a number o[ acres so ~.hat readers know what the
ertort is c~,,ir,,~ to be.
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Page 406, Coiunm 2, Paragraph 3, Implementation Objective: Replace the word Delta with West
San Joaquin Basin in three places within the sentence.

Page 406, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Target l: Add a number of acres so that readers know what the
effort is going to be.

Page 406 and 407, implementation Objective: Change it to read: The implementation objective for
riparian and riverine habitats is to restore riparian scrub, woodland, and forest along largely
nonvegetated, disturbed, or riprapped banks of rhe tributaries of the &ztz Joaquin River to
create corridors of riparian vegetation to provide shaded riverine aquatic ’cover and high-
quality habita~ for potential recovery of threatened species such as the yellow-billed cuckoo
and ogher special stares plan~ and animal species as well as orher wildlife.

Page 407, Column !, Paragraph 3, Programmatic Action 1.A: Delete the word land after
purchased.

age 407, Cohmm I., Paragraph 6, Target l: Acid of native plants after corridors.

Page 408, Column 1, ~ ..... ’ ..~. a, agtapn 1, Sentence "~" Add and a!l of ire ~.riburaries after Bay-Delta at the
end of the sentence.

Page 498, Colurnrt 2, Parag,:’aph 2: Add and all ofirs ~ribmaries after Bay-Delta at the end of the
sentence.

Page 409: There is no References section as found in all of the other visions throughout
Volume If.

Fi~tre t9: ][{ the Lower and Upper divisions are not used in the vision for this zone. they should be
deleted from the figure.

This " "conc:uc~es our contrnents. Thartk jou again for allowing its tO review and
commea~ on X ot~. m.    Since our review of VcbJ.uqe r. ~,.vc, cot~m~ents arose that may help in
re~,raffing that vol.ume as wcil ,moro,,,~ the C[gt.fitj O~’ this volume. ,hose additional
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Additional Corrmleuts
on Volume I.

Based on a review of prdposais for Category III funding, there appears to be substantial
"confusion about the definition of tidal, pere’nniai aquatic habitat and iidal, sal.ine and
fresh emergent wetlands. CALFED should provide a clever definition of these
habitats by defining them and referencing currently accepted classification schemes
such as Sawyer and Keeier-Wolf (1995) or Cowardh~ el. al. (1979). For instance, tidal
saline emergent wetlands are classified as the pickleweed series and tidai fresh
emergent well.ands, in freshwater areas, are classified as bulrush series cattail series,
and bulrush-cattail series by Sawyer and KeeIer-Wolf (1995) and as estuarine inter-tidal"
persistent emergent wetland by Cowardin. Tidal perennial aquatic habitat would be
characterized by the pondweed series in Sawyer and Keeier-Woif (1995) and other
appropriate Cowardia classificadons to three meters MHT.

On page 75 of Volume Ii, statements were made that 87,500 acres of tida!, perennial
aquatic habitat were [os~. This mischaracterizes the loss of tidal emergent wettand
since the early ig00s described on page 14 of Volume [I. This error shoul.d be
corrected in the next draft of ~he ERPP.

This concludes our comments. Thank you again for allowing us to review and
comment on Volume 12. Should you or your staff ~have arty questions about our input or we
can be of any assistance in making the ueeded cEanges to address them please contact Mr.
Frank Wernet~e at CALNET 8-423-7800.

/,/

DFG~ CALFED Liaison

cc: Rcgiomd M.anager.--,: !, 2, 3, and-;
Division Chief’s: BDD. ESD, IFD, MRD, N’~D. \\’MD, WPD
Mr. Frank Wernette, BDD                                                             --
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cc: Regional M~m~.gers: [. 2.3, 4
Divisioa Chie[s: BDD, [SO. [[0. Y,.[RD. N[-[D, W.MD,
.\.’it. Frank Weraetce. BDD

bc: N[s. Laurie Briden, BDD
Mr. Brad BurkhoIder, BDD
Ms. Heather }[c[ntire. BDD
Mr. Lee Miller, BDD
Mr. Jim Orsi, BDD
Nit. Bob Fujimura, BDD
Mr. Kevan Urqhart, BDD
*it. Dennis MeEw~, [FD
Mr. Jim White, ESD
Mr. Ed L[melt, Region 2
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